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Foreword

This report represents the sixth in a series of reports required by Congress dealing with the
Department of Defense’s (DoD) efforts to provide for the long-term sustainability of its training
ranges. These efforts are carried out through the Department’s Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI).
Although this report is focused on training ranges, the efforts of the SRI are broader in scope.

The SRI recognizes that access to military installations,
ranges, operating areas, and other lands, seaspace, airspace,
and frequency spectrum is essential to provide the realistic
training and testing environments to prepare our soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines and their associated equipment
for the diverse peacetime and wartime missions they are
called upon to support around the globe. Over the past several
decades, access to these required resources has been
increasingly challenged by, among other things,
encroachment—external factors that inhibit the ability of the
military to use its installations, ranges, airspace, and other
operating areas to conduct effective training and testing. In
response, in December 2001, the Deputy Secretary of Defense
directed the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness, in partnership with the Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense for Installations and Environment, the Director of
Operational Test and Evaluation, and the Military
Departments to form an Integrated Product Team to act as the
DoD coordinating body to address the encroachment
challenge. The result was a broad-based, multi-faceted
initiative aimed at addressing encroachment and range
sustainment that has come to be known as the Sustainable
Ranges Initiative. These facets have included policy
formulation, programming activities, leadership and
organization structuring, legislative and regulatory initiatives,
compatible land use activities, engagement and partnering
efforts, and comprehensive reporting to Congress.
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Working under the direction of the Senior Readiness
Oversight Council (SROC), DoD established the Overarching
Integrated Product Team (OIPT), tri-chaired by the Deputy
Under Secretary of Defense for Readiness, the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment and
the Deputy Director for Operational Test and Evaluation
with membership from senior officials from each Military
Department and offices within the Secretary of Defense. A
lower body, the Working Integrated Product Team (WIPT)
meets regularly to implement the OIPT’s recommendations
and direction. Over the years, this SROC-led initiative has
succeeded in among other things:

» Enacting clarifying legislative provisions to enhance
military readiness

» Issuing new and updated range sustainment policies
and guidance

» Developing and implementing an assessment
methodology to gauge the health of our ranges in terms
of capabilities and encroachment pressures

» Obtaining conservation partnership authority and
annual Congressional funding for compatible land use
buffers under the Readiness and Environmental
Protection Program

2009 Sustainable Ranges Report | i



»

»

Establishing broad-based partnerships for sustainable
planning, including the Southeast Regional Partnership
for Planning and Sustainability and the Western
Regional Partnership

Facilitating the sharing of geographic information systems
and decision-support information to foster community-
driven planning and compatible land use partnerships.

In 2008, the Deputy Secretary of Defense reaffirmed the efforts
of the SRI and endorsed seven specific future focus areas:

»

Mitigate pressures on training and test activities from
competing land and seaspace uses

Address frequency spectrum competition
Meet military airspace challenges
Manage increasing military demand for range lands

Address impacts from new energy infrastructure and
renewable energy initiatives

Anticipate climate change initiatives

Prepare for evolving environmental oversight
and regulation.

As the SRI evolves, it will continue to assess the
Department’s abilities to train and test and focus on the
direction provided by the Deputy Secretary to sustain the
required capabilities. We look forward to working with
Congress to this end.
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The need to train as we fight is fundamental to our armed forces. Ranges are some of our most
valued assets for they provide contiguous, unencumbered space to replicate, as closely as possible,
the operational environment of an assigned mission. Installations and ranges are the foundation of
our security because they are critical to maintaining the readiness and mission effectiveness of the
United States (U.S.) military. These assets must be available when and where needed, with the
capabilities to support current and future military mission requirements. Creating and maintaining a
network of sustainable ranges is critical to U.S. national security. Sustaining the network of ranges
in the long term requires a management framework that effectively addresses mission
requirements, environmental protection, and the interests and aspirations of the local community.

The Department of Defense (DoD) has developed the
Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI) to create the framework
for addressing these fundamental issues. It includes the
training needs and requirements associated with DoD’s
national security mission; the adequacy of range resources
to support the full spectrum of training missions; and
limitations and restrictions on the use of land, water,
airspace and spectrum resources caused by encroachment. It
also includes outreach and partnership efforts designed to
engage state and local communities and address
encroachment on ranges generated by activity within the
community as they develop and grow.

The 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report updates the prior
reports submitted by DoD and addresses the following:

» Service methodologies and approaches to determining
range requirements (Chapter 2)

» A standardized assessment of range capabilities and
encroachment impacts specific to each Service (Chapter 3)

May 2009

»

Critical range-related issues identified by the Services
(Chapter 3)

Progress toward OSD and Service based goals and key
milestones for developing a sustainable range
management program (Chapter 4)

Approaches to reducing encroachment factors through
partnerships with state and local governments, other
federal agencies and nongovernmental organizations.
(Chapter 4)

Current and planned funding associated with range
sustainment (Chapter 4)

New program directions, priorities and management
initiatives (Chapter 5)
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report was developed with the
following assumptions:

» An accelerated development schedule to more closely
align with the submission of the President’s budget

» Limits discussion of test and evaluation (T&E) ranges to
the aspects of their use in supporting training

» Addresses Section 320 requirements as they apply to
ranges and to those areas not addressed in DoD’s REPI
Report to Congress

» Services could update capability and encroachment
assessment data at their discretion as the 2009 report is
coming too soon after the 2008 report for a data call to
be broadly meaningful

» Updates Service-specific information on goals and
milestones

» Adds an additional section “Service Special Interest” for
each Service to identify ranges issues it deems to be critical
or important in explaining the current state of its ranges

» Responds to specific commentary offered by GAO on the
2008 Sustainable Ranges Report

» Maintains the structure and format of the 2008 report
to enhance comparability.

1.1 Background

To properly prepare U.S. forces for mission success, DoD
must train at ranges with the types of natural conditions
and operational contexts personnel and systems may
encounter during their deployment. As such, sustaining a
diverse set of range resources is critical to ensuring
readiness and military effectiveness as they:

» Foster the development and maintenance of operational
proficiency and mission readiness

» Enable increased force operational survivability and
mission success

» Provide realistic environments needed for the
development of tactical operational and strategic
concepts, and tactics, techniques and procedures

» Support the testing, evaluation and improvement of
system maneuverability, reliability and effectiveness in
the range environment outside of the laboratory or
development facility.

Increased operational tempo and overseas deployments,
specifically to support operations in Iraq and Afghanistan,
have put existing range resources and infrastructure under

2 | 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report

additional strain. Coupled with the constraints placed on
range activities as the result of their proximity to growing
communities and their associated economic development,
there is a very real concern about the ability of the range
resources and infrastructure to continue to support training
at the level required by the Services to support their missions.

In addition to training activities, ranges also support T&E
activities that are involved with system development,
operational testing and other related activities. Sustaining
ranges that are primarily focused on supporting T&E
activities is also critical to national security, in part because a
significant amount of training is undertaken on those ranges.
In many cases, capability requirements and encroachment
impairments are quite different depending upon whether the
primary focus of the activity in question is training or testing
based. Frequency spectrum conditions that may be acceptable
for training may not be sufficient for T&E purposes.
Sustaining the ranges needs to take those requirements into
account and the SRI includes testing ranges.

In order to sustain these valuable assets, the SRI emphasizes
a comprehensive approach to the sustainability of all ranges.
SRI provides visibility at the highest leadership levels
through an OIPT made up of senior leadership in the
Readiness, T&E, and Installations and Environment areas of
responsibility. SRI advocates for policy and funding in
support of range sustainability and provides coordination of
efforts between the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD)
and the Services. Additionally, SRI provides a common
framework for development of partnerships with other
federal agencies, state agencies, local governments and
nongovernmental organizations to work cooperatively on
issues of mutual concern. Examples of this cooperation
include the Southeast Regional Partnership for Planning and
Sustainability (SERPPAS) and the multi-partner efforts
included in many REPI projects.

In addition to ranges exclusively under the stewardship of
DoD, the U.S. military utilizes land for training and T&E
activities that are owned or managed by other USG agencies
such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the states
and private owners, subject to formal use agreements
between the Department and land owners. DoD also utilizes
various land air, sea, and undersea spaces under the
administration of other nations with their permission and
international areas. In each case, DoD must deal with a
different constellation of stakeholders at the Federal/
National, State and Local level in order to create the
conditions required to sustain ranges in a way that supports
the mission and the vested interests of the stakeholders.
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1.2 Legislative Requirements and GAO Comments to
the 2008 Sustainable Ranges Report

The 2009 Department of Defense (DoD) Report to Congress on
Sustainable Ranges (the Sustainable Ranges Report) is an
update to the 2008 Sustainable Ranges Report. The report was
developed in response to Section 366 of the 2003 National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) and Section 320 of the
2004 NDAA." Under Section 366, Congress required DoD to
develop a comprehensive plan to address training constraints
caused by limitation on the use of military lands, marine
areas, and airspace that are available in the United States and
overseas for training of the Armed Forces. Section 366 also
required DoD to submit an annual progress Report to
Congress through 2013.

Section 320 required DoD to report on the impacts from
civilian community encroachment on military installations
and training and test ranges,” as well as impacts from certain
legal requirements on military readiness activities.

NDAA Section 366 requires the U.S. Government
Accountability Office (GAO) to provide Congress with an
independent evaluation of DoD’s annual report on
sustainable ranges. In its assessment of the 2008 Sustainable
Ranges Report, the GAO acknowledged that:

» DoD continues to make progress in addressing most
Section 366 elements and that the Report more fully
addressed Congressional requirements’

» The Report is responsive to the requirement that DoD
describe the progress made in implementing its
sustainable ranges plan

» The Report includes improvements to it standardized
criteria and common factors for assessing the adequacy
of current DoD resources to meet current and future
requirements

» The Report updates the goals and milestones for
tracking planned actions and measuring progress

Chapter 1: Introduction

» The Report updates the designated lead offices
responsible for overseeing implementation of the range
sustainability plan.

The 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report also addresses elements
of Section 366 that were not included in previous reports:

» Special Interest Section for each Service that addresses:
General Issues, Critical Issues: Range Capabilities, and
Critical Issues: Encroachment Capabilities

» New Appendix that includes specific comments on
range assessment results

» Expanded discussion of Live, Virtual and Constructive
Training Strategy

» Greater detail and clarification for each funding category.

To improve the range requirements and capabilities
assessments and future comprehensive plans, GAO
recommends that at the direction of the Secretary of Defense,
the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, in
consultation with the Secretaries of the military departments,
include the following four items in future reports:

» Each Service’s rationale for excluding the specific
training ranges not included in its assessment of the
adequacy of current resources to meet requirements

» The Marine Corps’ individual combat training elements
as the mission areas in the range capability and
encroachment assessment

» An update on the actions taken by the Air Force to
address DoD’s modernization and investment goals for
range sustainment; and

» A detailed description of all funding data included in
each funding category, for each of the military Services.

See Table 1-1: 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report Organization
and Incorporation of GAO Recommendations for how
specific legislative requirements and comments were
integrated into the current report.

1 See Appendix A: National Defense Authorization Act Language for the full text of th e cited sections.

2 Section 366 was enacted in the Bob Stump National Defense Authorization Act for FY2003, Public Law 107-314. The terms “range” and “operational range” were given

statutory definitions in the FY2004 NDAA. Consequently, the terms and coverage of Section 366 from FY2003 are not entirely consistent with the later enacted definitions. Because

DoD interprets Congress” intent for Section 366 to encompass more than operational ranges (as defined in the law), and because it is DoD’s objective to provide

Congress with an accurate and definitive statement of our training requirements, this report does not apply to the statutorily defined terms of “range” or

“operational range.” While this report does use the term “range,” it does so in the context of that term’s usage in Section 366, which is clearly broader than provided for in the statu-

tory definition in 10 United States Code (USC) 101(e).

3 U.S. Government Accountability Office, Improvement Continues in DoD’s Reporting on Sustainable Ranges, but Opportunities Exist to Improve its Range Assessments and

Comprehensive Plan, October 11, 2007.

May 2009

2009 Sustainable Ranges Report | 3



Table 1-1 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report Organization and Incorporation of GAO Recommendations

NDAA Requirement

GAO 2008 Recommendation

1 Introduction
Summarizes the purpose of this report, provides background information, and
discusses report organization

2 Current and Future Training Requirements

Provides a general overview of the processes used to develop, document,
and execute training requirements, and reports on current and future training
space requirements

3 Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Requirements
Discusses DoD's process for the systematic evaluation of the availability,
accessibility, and usability of training ranges, and the quantitative
assessment of their mission support capability.

4 DoD’s Comprehensive Range Sustainment Plan

Provides substantive information on elements of DoD’s Comprehensive
Range Sustainment Plan and its status—goals/actions/milestones; office
designation; funding requirements; legislative/regulatory topics; compatible
land use and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act/Comprehensive
Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act/Clean Air Act
(RCRA/CERCLA/CAA) compliance; readiness reporting system enhancement;
range information enterprise; and range inventory.

5 The Way Ahead

Provides initial discussion of how comprehensive range inventory and
capability assessments will be used in the future to enhance range
capabilities within the context of the Comprehensive Range Sustainment Plan.

6 Appendices

Provides statutory NDAA language; identifies and defines acronyms used
throughout the document; updates maps and inventories of DoD ranges,
range complexes®, and special use airspace (SUA); and provides supporting
information on Service programs.

Section 366(a)(2)(B)
Section 320(a)(1)
Section 320(b)(1)—(3)
Section 320(e)
Section 366(c)

Section 366(a)(1)
Section 366(3)(A)-(D)
Section 366(a)(4)(A)—(C)
Section 366(b) and (c)
Section 320(a)(2) and (3)
Section 320(c)—(e)

Section 366(c)

» Marine Corps individual combat training
elements as the mission areas in the range
capability and encroachment assessment.

» Each Service's rationale for excluding
specific training ranges.

» Include detailed description of funding
data in each funding category.

» Update actions taken by Air Force
to address DoD’s modernization and
investment goals for range modernization.

» Each Service’s rationale for excluding
specific training ranges.

N/A=Not Applicable

1.3 Linking the 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report

and the REPI Report

The DoD notes that its Readiness and Environmental
Protection Initiative (REPI) Report to Congress, required
separately under Section 2822 of the FY2006 NDAA, describes
in detail efforts to encourage compatible land use around
military installations. The REPI report provides substantial
information on how DoD has effectively employed the
Congressional authority granted under Section 2684a of the
FY2003 NDAA to enter into cooperative conservation
agreements with private organizations and state or local
governments to limit incompatible development and preserve

diminishing open space around military ranges and
installations. As such, the REPI report addresses important
sections of the FY2004 NDAA Section 320(a), (b), and (d)
requirements to report on encroachment on military
installations and ranges that require, or may reasonably
require, safety or operational buffer areas, and on DoD’s plans
to respond to such encroachment. Chapter 3 of this report also
includes a special interest section for each Service that
discusses encroachment and other related installation issues.

The term “range complex” refers to a grouping of ranges or range areas (e.g., separate impact areas on a large range), and associated airspace. The term reflects the Services’

longstanding practice and use of the term to enable the grouping of ranges or range areas and associated airspace for internal management purposes. The term is used differently

by each Service (and that difference is thus reflected in this report). Army and Marine Corps range complexes represent the range portions of the larger Army and Marine Corps

installations (excluding cantonment areas); Navy range complexes are defined as regional groupings of various land, air, and sea ranges; Air Force range complexes are defined as

the airspace and land area. It is critical for readers to note that the term “range complex” has no particular relationship to the term “operational range.”
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raining Requirements

2.1 Development of Training Requirements

The quality and availability of range resources and
infrastructure are fundamental to military readiness. The
U.S. military operates the largest and most diverse training
enterprise in the world because the ability to train in a
realistic environment is directly related to the U.S. military’s
current readiness and future mission success. DoD provides
Service men and women with training opportunities that
cover the full range of skills needed to ensure forces are
deployed with the highest possible assurance of mission
success and survival. These training opportunities are
founded in the availability of the appropriate training range
resources and infrastructure.

In order to ensure that the appropriate range resources are
available, range requirements need to be well articulated
from the training community to the training support or
range community. These range requirements are founded in
and derived from training requirements.

The Military Services develop their training requirements
using broadly similar, though not identical, processes. These
processes provide a structure to systematically develop
requirements based on a series of strategic guidance
documents and other information sources which include:

» The National Security Strategy of the United States
» The National Military Strategy of the United States
» Guidance for Development of the Force
» Guidance for Employment of the Force

» The Universal Joint Task List (UJTL) of the United
States and global security environment in which the
military will operate
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» Operational and functional profiles of the weapons and
related systems that are available today and are
expected to be available in the near future

» The lessons learned from previous military experience,
training evolutions, and experimentation.

Starting with the strategic guidance documents and working
down to more specific tactics, techniques and procedures,
the Services determine how they will operate in the near
term. From their planned operations, based on the UJTL and
the Joint Mission Essential Task List (JMETL), the Services
identify and develop mission essential tasks (METs). The
Services then develop training plans to ensure that their
forces are proficient in executing the METs. These training
plans are the foundation for the development of range
resources and capabilities to support the execution of the
Service’s METs. Figure 2-1 details this process for the
development of range requirements.

2.1.1 Assessing Current and Future Requirements

The Services generate training requirements through a
comprehensive set of processes specific to their own mission
and command structure that are used to develop, document
and execute training objectives and requirements. These
processes link training strategies and requirements to a
standard training curriculum based on Service-specific and
joint tasks identified in the UJITL and METLs. Common
elements include assessing current and future requirements,
data collection, and a management systems tool to assist in
assessing and quantifying encroachment impacts and the
supporting documentation and plans that guide
implementation. A variety of publications, including
doctrinal reports, guidance documents, instructions and
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Figure 2-1 Training Requirement and Range Requirement
Development Process
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Range Requirements

change in the future, the Services will need to change the
way that they train and prepare for future missions.
Changes in training will put new and, perhaps, unforeseen
demands on range resources and infrastructure to address
new or additional requirements to maintain readiness and
support mission success.

2.2 DoD Training Transformation Program

SRI activities and efforts support and complement DoD’s
Training and Transformation Program. The Training
Transformation Program was developed to address near-term
training challenges associated with an uncertain and
increasingly complex strategic environment, as well as an
increasing need for joint training and interoperability within
an already constrained training environment. It provides
dynamic, capabilities-based training for DoD personnel in
support of evolving national security requirements across the
full spectrum of integrated operations. The three capabilities
of the program are described in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1 Training Transformation Program Capabilities

Training Transformation

. Descriofi
Program Pillars escription

annual messages or updates, prescribe the processes
thoroughly and precisely.

Future training requirements can be grouped into two
categories: near-term and long-term. Near-term training
requirements can be generated with a higher degree of
fidelity because the Services can more easily anticipate the
near-term strategic environment operating concepts, and
technological capabilities. The ability to anticipate these
elements originates from intelligence forecasting, trend

analysis, training provided in current and evolving military

tactics, strategic planning, educational opportunities with
regard to transformational concepts, and knowledge of
existing and planned system acquisition activities.

Assessing long-term training requirements is significantly
more challenging because of greater uncertainty
surrounding the strategic environment, operating concepts,

and technological capabilities. This uncertainty is somewhat

tempered by the fact that platforms, weapons, and systems

are becoming ever more capable: aircraft and vehicles travel

farther and faster, sensors detect at longer distances,
platforms accurately deliver weapons at greater distances,
and communications systems carry and transmit more data.
As the strategic environment, doctrine, tactics and systems
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Joint Knowledge
Development and
Distribution Capability

Joint National Training
Capability (JNTC)

Joint Assessment and
Enabling Capability
(JAEC)

Focuses on individual training and education

to enhance an individual’s ability to intuitively
think “jointly.”

Focuses on collective training and preparing forces
by providing units and commands staff with an
integrated live, virtual, and constructive (LVC) joint
operational training environment.

Focuses on assessing Training Transformation
Program performance, and supporting

tools and processes, to enable and enhance joint
training and assess how such training meets validated
Combatant Commander readiness requirements.

2.2.1 Joint National Training Capability

Formally established in January 2003 under Management
Initiative Decision 906, the underlying concept of the Joint
National Training Capability (JNTC) is to train and prepare
forces to operate globally through the development of a joint
training infrastructure. Such a training infrastructure has
four pillars, and must consist of credible and adaptive
opposing forces, with instrumentation that provides a
common ground truth among the participants, effective data
sharing, and high quality feedback to improve the
assessment of joint training events. Envisioned as a

permanently installed global communications network,
designed to significantly reduce the amount of time required
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to configure and execute training in a live, virtual and
constructed (LVC) environment, the JNTC is a significant
addition to DoD’s training infrastructure.

For purposes of this report, the JNTC is most relevant as it
addresses range sustainability and modernization efforts, as
well as LVC training and the role LVC will play in addressing
training requirements and readiness and reporting systems.
Detailed information on the Training Transformation
Program can be found in DoD’s Training Transformation
Strategic Plan and FY2006-FY2011 Implementation Plan.>®

The integration of LVC training strategy and policy as a
component of near-term and long-term future training
requirements is particularly relevant for the purposes of this
report. Reporting on LVC is responsive to the NDAA Section
366(a)(2)(B) requirement that DoD address the adequacy of
current resources, including virtual and constructive
training assets. An overview of LVC training and the
increasingly important role it plays in providing realistic,
comprehensive, and cost-effective training is detailed in the
following paragraphs

Live, Virtual, and Constructive Training

The following definitions are provided for clarity to
understand the concept of live, virtual, and constructive in
the context of the training environment.

1. Live, virtual, and constructive environment: A broadly
used taxonomy for classifying training domains.

2. Live (L}—The natural physical environment where the
training audience operates their operational systems and
platforms (including their full range of mobility and
capability) in the physical environment for which they
were intended.

3. Virtual (V)—A synthetic environment where training
audience operates simulators, emulators, or operational
systems.

4. Constructive (C)—A synthetic environment constituted
by a constructive simulation where the participants,
typically command and staff trainees, conduct training
activities. The trainees provide stimulus to simulated
forces at different levels and act upon consequences
generated by the simulation.

Chapter 2: Current and Future Training Requirements

5. LVC component—Any individual system, simulator,
simulation that originates or represents a live, virtual,
or constructive environment in which forces train.

6. LVC—The integration of two or more Live, Virtual, or
Constructive components with at least one live and one
synthetic (V or C) component.

7. Synthetic mission-space—The training environment
created in virtual, constructive, or integrated virtual/
constructive components.

The DoD Training Environment is utilized primarily for
training providing the ability for integrated forces to
conduct training operations nearly identical to real-world
operations. It is composed of live, virtual and constructive
domains, each providing distributed LVC components that
when integrated, provide a seamless and transparent
environment with fully functional interaction between
participants to the limit of their respective operational
system capabilities. The Military Training Environment, as
shown in the high-level operational concept (Figure 2-2),
will be an evolutionary family- of-systems approach linking
a network of interoperable LVC components to provide the
appropriate Joint context required for training and mission
rehearsal. The capability will provide a comprehensive
training environment that includes:

» Interoperation of live participants and their
operational systems.

» Realistic LVC representations of non-participant friendly
warfighting capabilities across the full range of military
operations (ROMO).

» Realistic LVC representations of opposing forces (OPFOR),
neutral, and factional entities that may be required for
the scenario. It is impossible to produce a level of
adversary support sufficient to stress these high-
technology platforms and sensors in the live domain
without the integrated JTE and its inherent capability to
stimulate live sensors with synthetic entities.

» Suitable representations of the real world environment
where the warfighting capabilities exist.

» An architecture for easy and rapid integration of those
representations into scalable training environments.

5 Department of Defense Strategic Plan for Transforming DoD Training, 8 May 2006, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness,

Director, Readiness and Training Policy and Programs.

6 Department of Defense Training Transformation Implementation Plan FY2006-FY2011, 23 February 2006, Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness,

Director, Readiness and Training Policy and Programs.
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» Interfaces to warfighter equipment (e.g., operational
platforms (ships, aircraft, and ground vehicles),
Command and Control, communications, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance systems) through
connectivity to local and globally distributed venues.

The individual components of LVC training are identified
and described in Table 2-2.

Virtual and constructive training cannot replace the value of
live training; however, they can supplement, enhance and

complement live training to sustain unit proficiency,
readiness and mission effectiveness.

Figure 2-2 The LVC Training Environment

2.3 Service Training Range and OPAREA Requirements
Understanding the processes by which the Services derive
their range resource and infrastructure requirements, and
the relationship between those requirements and other
strategic military initiatives, provide important context for
the discussion and tabular view of encroachment and range
capabilities that are provided in Chapter 3.
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Table 2-2 Live, Virtual, and Constructive Training

LVC Training :

: Description
Component : g

Live » Live Training—Training where the training audience operates their operational systems and platforms (including their full range of mobility and
capability) in the physical environment for which they were intended.

Live Training Domain—The training domain where participants operate operational systems and platforms (including their full range of mobility) in
the physical environment (land, sea, air) for which they were intended. The many parameters defining the live domain are fixed in physics rather than
synthetic scenario generation, and constrained by the real environment (e.g., weather) that exists, to which the virtual and constructive domains must

v

simulations) embedded in the live environment.

align in the integrated LVC training environment. Simulations used in the live training domain are used to maintain scenario validity during training.
These models, i.e. “scoring simulations” are used to automatically in the real time, assess hard and soft weapon effects on targets, incorporating
countermeasure effects and other participant actions or behaviors that affect the outcome of the event. Synthetic entities can be injected into
live sensors and systems to enhance the live environment. Neither the use of scoring simulations nor presence of synthetic entities makes the live
environment a synthetic environment. This domain is commonly enhanced by the extensive employment of training systems (instrumentation and

Virtual » Virtual Virtual Training—Training where training audience operates simulators, emulators, or operational systems in a synthetic environment.

augmentation to live force training.

» Virtual Training Domain—The training domain where participants operate simulators, emulators, or operational systems in a synthetic
environment. Fidelity may vary from “lightweight” laptop emulations, to full motion, domed simulators. Virtual components provide a very
flexible capability, predominantly used for individual training in the specific platform or function being simulated, but may be linked to provide
additional complexity and fidelity to the virtual training environment. Participants from the virtual domain can be injected as entities into live
training operations through sensor stimulation, adding depth and breadth to the operation for those that can detect, display, and interact with the
virtual entities. Virtual entities can also be injected into constructive simulations as entity participants in the synthetic mission-space. Collective
applications include standalone virtual mission training of combined forces, and integrated with live training providing individual platform

Constructive » Constructive Training—Training where the training audience, typically command and staff trainees, conducts activities in an environment

generated by the simulation.

v

constituted by a constructive simulation. The trainees provide stimulus to simulated forces at different levels and act upon consequences

Constructive Training Domain—The training domain where the participants, typically command and staff trainees, conduct activities in an
environment constituted by a constructive simulation. The trainees provide stimulus to simulated forces at different levels and act upon consequences
generated by the simulation. A constructive simulation may be “wrapped around” a live operation, adding breadth and complexity to the scenario,
providing more challenge to the training audience. Constructive discrete entities may also be injected into live and virtual operations, adding depth and
breadth to the operation for those that can detect, display, and interact with the constructive entities. Light constructive simulations can be used to
train individuals, small units, teams, and elements of staffs with less preparation than is needed for large-scale simulations.

2.3.1 Army Requirements

Overview
The Army Campaign Plan (ACP) directs the planning,
preparation, and execution of Army operations within the

context of the transformation of the current to the future force.

The ACP is the framework which serves to organize and
synchronize the many changes underway as the Army builds
a campaign-capable, joint, and expeditionary force. ACP
components, including Modularity, Global Defense Posture
and Realignment (GDPR), Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC), the Overseas Contingency Operations (OCO), and the
Grow the Army initiative are driving changes to Army
training range and OPAREA requirements. Training
requirements and operational activities associated with these
components are creating readiness challenges by increasing
both the number of fielded units and the level of training
being conducted in the U.S. These challenges, coupled with
new weapons systems capabilities and new doctrinal
maneuver space requirements, continue to place pressure on
existing training land assets.
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Prior to BRAC 05, the Army identified a shortfall of
maneuver training land on the majority of its major
installations in the continental U.S. The shortfall is based on
a doctrinal requirement of 12 million acres against total
Army assets of 7 million acres as reported in DoD’s 2004
Sustainable Ranges Report. In addition to doctrinal
requirements, BRAC 05 consolidations, GDPR moves, Army
Force Generation (ARFORGEN), and increases in the area of
operations for the Future Combat Systems Brigade Combat
Team (BCT) also require an increase in the amount of land
available to the Army.

Stationing and transformation are long-term initiatives
designed to support and sustain the Army into the future.
In 2003, the Range and Training Land Strategy (RTLS) was
approved as a component of the Army’s Sustainable Range
Program (SRP). The purpose of the RTLS is to address the
Army’s increasing land deficit. The RTLS helps the Army
prioritize its training land investment, and helps to optimize
the use of range and training land assets. The RTLS provides
a long-range plan for the Army to make available the best
range and training land assets, and a framework for the
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Army to select the most appropriate course of action to
address training land shortfalls. In analyzing land
requirements, the Army does not focus on high operational
tempos or surge requirements. Instead, the Army conducts
its training requirements planning based on the peacetime
assumption that all units are at home station and available to
conduct training.

Current and Future Range Requirements

Army range facilities are currently sufficient in meeting the
throughput and surge requirements necessary to support
current deployments; however, it is increasingly challenging
to fund the operation of range facilities under the expanded
training schedule required to keep pace with deployments.
While the Army resources the operation of its ranges on a
peacetime schedule of 242 days a year, Army installations
are operating their ranges, particularly collective training
and urban operation training facilities, for reset and
mobilization on a 24 hour, 7 day-a-week schedule for short,
intense periods of time. For example, range operations staff
at Camp Atterbury, IN, and Camp Shelby, MS, have doubled
the number of range personnel to accommodate expanded
training schedules. Funding to operate ranges under these
conditions has become increasingly difficult for the Army,
with Commanders having to use OCO funds to supplement
range operations above peacetime levels.

Currently, many of the Army’s range facilities have not been
modernized to meet new weapons systems requirements, or
satisfy changes in training standards and doctrinal
requirements. This strains the ability of existing range
facilities to support current and near-term future
requirements. To address this challenge, the Army is
assessing its range assets and constructing new ranges in a
continuous and integrated management approach through
the SRP modernization planning process. This process
integrates mission support, environmental stewardship, and
economic feasibility at the installation, Army Command,
Installation Management Command, and the Headquarters
Department of the Army (HQDA) levels to effectively
support current and future range and training land
requirements.

The modernization planning process begins at the
installation level with an analysis that calculates and
compares doctrinal and other requirements derived from
Army standards, training strategies, and individual unit
METs. This analysis process assesses ranges and training
land against current assets, utilization rates, environmental
conditions and requirements, and infrastructure to
determine shortages and overages of ranges and training
lands. The Army Range and Training Land Program

10 | 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report

Requirements Model automates the analysis process and
provides the installation and HQDA with a report
identifying facility shortages and excesses, as well as the
number and type of ranges and the associated maneuver
acres necessary to support live training. Based on this
analysis, installations submit to their Commands a
prioritized list of range projects needed to correct shortages
and modernize existing range facilities.

Commands review and consolidate each installation’s project
list using the Live Fire Training Investment Strategy
(LFTIS). Commands forward their LFTIS to the
Requirements Review Prioritization Board (RRPB), which
validates requirements and prioritizes projects by fiscal year
for funding. Approved projects are incorporated into the
Army Master Range Plan, a database for all approved range
projects. At the installation level, the result of the planning
process is the creation of a Range Complex Master Plan
(RCMP). This sustainable range operations tool uses a
Geographic Information System (GIS) platform and supports
long-range planning and day-to-day integrated decision-
making. Installations have started using the tool to initiate
an integrated decision making process for sustainable range
planning and the Army is continuing to refine the RCMP
Tool for installations.

The Army continues to work towards modernization goals to
best match range capabilities with Army training
requirements. The overarching Army Campaign Plan (ACP),
provides a focus for range investments to meet unit
stationing and transforming capabilities. Achieving range
and training land capabilities that enable digitally linked
forces to train for a wide spectrum of missions remains a top
Army priority. Large instrumented live-fire ranges such as
Digital Multipurpose Range Complexes (DMPRCs) and Battle
Area Complexes (BAXs) provide center-piece capabilities that
enable full spectrum training events.

The Army also looks to improve its training land capability
when specific community-oriented conditions allow. The
Army will look to enter the marketplace and purchase training
land only when an acquisition is feasible from both fiscal and
community relations perspectives. This strategic approach
helps the Army offset anticipated encroachment by moving
training away from more densely populated areas. Candidate
parcels must be available from willing sellers and provide a
significant solution to an existing installation deficit before it is
considered for purchase as Congressionally approved project.

Training Land is one of the Army’s most critical assets. The
Army is dedicated to sustaining and optimizing training land
use to ensure soldier readiness now and well into the future.
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Additional Army Information on Expansion Initiatives
The Army’s training land acquisitions are based on a broad
strategy that evaluates Army Campaign Plan requirements
against current land assets by installation. Based on further
demographic, geographic and environmental analysis, the
Army identifies which installations have potential for
expansion. This is captured in the Army’s Range and
Training Land Strategy (RTLS) approved in 2003 and updated
since. The following is an update of a few of the Army’s land
expansion projects that have been approved by OSD.

» Fort Irwin, National Training Center (NTC)—NTC land
acquisition is nearing completion. The Army Corps of
Engineers is currently negotiating the purchase of the final
1,500 acres of training land and 1,300 acres of mitigation
land using prior year funds. These actions are expected to
be complete by end of FY09. The final expansion area is
expected to be opened for training in fall 2010.

» Fort Polk—OSD approved the Fort Polk expansion
proposal in July 2008 and courses of actions and
timelines for execution were established in November
2008. Public engagement has already begun and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process is
anticipated to begin in March 2009.

» Texas Army National Guard)—OSD approved the South
Texas Training Site (approximately 85 miles due south
of San Antonio) proposal for expansion in March 2008
and planning meetings to develop timelines and courses
of actions are scheduled for early March 2009.

Mission Areas

Current and future range requirements are based upon the
ability of a range to support Army operational functions or
mission areas. Mission areas are groups of tasks and systems
(people, organizations, information, and processes) united
by a common purpose that commanders use to accomplish
mission and training objectives. These mission areas are
listed in Table 2-3, and defined in Appendix B.

Effective live training is the cornerstone of operational
success. The training of critical tasks that individual, crew,
platoon, and companies have to accomplish to be combat
ready is directly related to the availability and capability of
live fire ranges and maneuver areas. The continued
improvement of live fire ranges and facilities remains the
key to Army readiness. Live fire ranges and facilities are
expected to be even more important as the Army
implements the ARFORGEN strategy which will place all
units continuously in a reset, train, or ready status.
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Army doctrine requires combined arms training based on
teamwork and synchronization among units as they prepare
for wartime combined arms operations. Combined arms
proficiency results from regular practice of combat missions
and tasks in the live domain. It starts with the development
of individual skills. Individual skills, when combined and
practiced, build unit proficiency from crew through brigade
task force. The modernization of Army ranges under the
SRP, supported by the Range Modernization Requirements
Planning Process, supports this doctrine.

Table 2-3 Army Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Movement and Maneuver Sustainment

Fire Support Command and Control (C2)

Intelligence Protection

To meet evolving training challenges, the Army is
modernizing its inventory of ranges to more effectively
support training for multiple purposes, weapons, and
combined arms through the incorporation of new capabilities,
instrumentation, and digital technologies into standard range
designs. The Army has 39 types of modernized ranges. The
capabilities and standard configurations for these ranges are
found in Training Circular 25-8 (TC 25-8), which is currently
being updated to include changes in ranges to meet new
doctrinal requirements, new weapons systems, and new
training standards. The ranges described in the circular
represent the inventory of standard and modernized Army
range facilities categorized into major subgroups as small arms
ranges, urban operations training facilities, and collective
training ranges.

Three new ranges have been added to the inventory of
modernized ranges as a result of new doctrinal changes: the
Convoy Live Fire Course, the Engineer Multipurpose Assault
Course, and the Digital Air-Ground Integration Range
(DAGIR). Changes in existing range designs have been made
to increase range capabilities, add technology, and increase
throughput capacity to match new training standards and
support new weapons systems qualifications. The new
family of modernized ranges will replace older types still in
the Army’s inventory that cannot accommodate new
training or weapons systems requirements.

A key component of the Army’s overall modernization
process is the construction of the next generation of Army
ranges—the digital range. These digital ranges will provide
soldiers and units with the capability to exercise digital
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command and control in a live ﬁre—training environment, as
well as provide unprecedented situational awareness, tailored
scenarios, and immediate feedback required to prepare for
multiple threat environments. Next generation Army digital
ranges are identified and described in Table 2-4.

2.3.2 Marine Corps Requirements

Overview

Marine Corps training responsibilities are embodied in
Marine Corps Tasks (MCTs), which are derived from the UJITL
and Joint Tactical Tasks (JTTs). Together, the UJTL, JTTs,

Table 2-4 Next Generation Army Digital Ranges

Range Type Description

Digital Air The DAGIR is replacing Digital Aviation Gunnery Ranges.
Ground The DAGIR is designed to train and qualify Army Aviation
Integration (helicopter) crews, teams/platoons, and companies/troops.
Range (DAGIR) It will support aerial operations, reconnaissance, and
target engagements, such as joint tactical engagements
and convoy live fire training. The DAGIR will include open
and urban terrain, and targets supporting simultaneous,
integrated air and ground operations. The DAGIR will be
included in the updated version of TC 25-8,

Training Ranges.

Battle Area The BAX provides a collective live fire training facility for

Complex (BAX) all elements in the Stryker Brigade Combat Team (SBCT).
SBCT crews and dismounted soldiers train to detect,
identify, engage, and defeat stationary and
moving combined arms targets in both open and urban
terrain environments. The BAX supports live fire
operations independently of, or simultaneously with,
supporting vehicles in free maneuver. All targets are fully
automated, utilizing event-specific, computer-driven target
scenarios and scoring.

Digital The DMPRC complex is used to train armor, infantry, and
Multi-Purpose aviation crews, sections, squads, and platoons to detect,
Range Complex | identify, engage, and defeat stationary and moving
(DMPRC) infantry and armor targets. Combined Arms Live Fire
Exercises may be conducted on this facility. The DMPRC
supports dismounted infantry platoon live fire operations
independently of, or simultaneously with, supporting
vehicles. All targets are fully automated, utilizing event-
specific, computer-driven target scenarios and scoring.

Digital The DMPTR complex is used to train crews and dismounted
Multi-Purpose infantry squads to detect, identify, engage, and defeat
Training Range stationary and moving infantry and armor targets.
(DMPTR) The complex is specifically designed to meet the

training and crew qualification requirements for armor,
infantry and aviation crews, and sections. The DMPTR
supports dismounted infantry squad live fire operations
independently of, or simultaneously with, supporting
vehicles. All targets are fully automated, utilizing event-
specific, computer-driven target scenarios and scoring.
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and MCTs are the basis for all Marine Corps training
requirements. Training requirements are further articulated
in the Marine Corps Training and Readiness (T&R) Program,
specified in the T&R Manual as tasks and standards. The
purpose of the T&R Program is to provide commanders with
standardized approaches to individual and unit-level training.

Marines, Marine units, and Marine Air Ground Task Forces
(MAGTFs) require operational ranges that meet the training
demands of modern warfare; including sufficient land area,
airspace, seaspace, frequency spectrum, and training range
infrastructure to safely and effectively accomplish the full
spectrum of mission-essential training.

The Marine Corps” Mission Capable Ranges Initiative,
executed by the Training and Education Command, guides
Marine Corps range planning and investment. The objective
of this initiative is to develop and sustain a comprehensive
portfolio of modern ranges and controlled airspace that
supports the entire training continuum, from the individual
training level to large-scale exercises of the MAGTEF. Live-fire
training events are a hallmark of, and critical to, the Marine
Corps’ approach to preparing for combat, and its range
modernization and transformation programs reflect this focus.

Identifying operational range requirements is a dynamic
process, in that range requirements depend on training
needs determined by changing operational requirements. Of
immediate concern, Marine Corps ranges must support
training cycles for wartime deployments. Moreover, range
capabilities must be enhanced to support both current and
future training with mission-capable ranges. Airspace for
military operations is a vital component of the Marine
Corps’ required range capability. A three-dimensional
training environment is necessary for live-fire training
systems such as those utilizing artillery and mortars and for
all aviation training activities.

New weapons systems, such as the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter
and the MV-22 Osprey, will drive new range requirements,
particularly the requirement for access to adequate training
airspace. While many of these requirements are not yet
defined, efforts are underway to assess the adequacy of current
ranges in both the Southeastern and Southwestern United
States to support these aircrafts. New operational/tactical
doctrine, employing both legacy and new weapons systems,
also impacts range planning and usage. The ability to stress a
large MAGTF in a live-fire and maneuver scenario is a training
requirement that is currently driving an initiative to expand
the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC) at
Twentynine Palms, California. Lessons learned in the course of
combat operations in Afghanistan highlight the need for,
among other things, a robust mountain operations training
capability. The Marine Corps Mountain Warfare Training
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Center (MCMW TC) near Bridgeport, California, provides, and
will continue to provide, such a capability for the Marine
Corps. Efforts are underway to assess and enhance the
capabilities of the MCMWTC range complex to support
required training in mountain warfare operations.

The Marine Corps’ planned end-strength growth will
generate additional requirements that will impact range
planning and utilization throughout the Marine Corps. A
significant force relocation issue is the inter-governmental
agreement between the U.S. and Japan to relocate some
existing Marine Corps forces from Okinawa to Guam. The
Marine Corps Range and Training Area Management
(RTAM) office is heavily engaged in providing the necessary
planning support to the Joint Guam Program Office and the
Commanding General, Marine Forces Pacific.

Current and Future Requirements

The Mission Capable Ranges program implements detailed
planning processes for determining range requirements and
investment priorities. One foundation of the Mission Capable
Ranges Initiative is Marine Corps Reference Publication
(MCRP) 3-0C, Marine Corps Training Ranges Required
Capabilities. This MCRP describes training land, airspace,
and required range facilities necessary to execute the
training continuum. The Required Capabilities Document
describes training land, airspace and required range
facilities necessary to execute the training continuum. Based
on the Required Capabilities Document, installation-specific
Range Complex Management Plans are developed to guide
execution of range transformation. The Marine Corps has
programmed to fund, initiated, or completed Range Complex
Management Plans for its major training bases.

Identifying operational range requirements is a dynamic
process, in that range requirements depend on training
needs determined by changing operational requirements.
Of immediate concern, Marine Corps ranges must support
training cycles for wartime deployments.

The Marine Corps is aggressively investing in range
modernization and transformation. Marine Corps planning
is soundly grounded in six cornerstone objectives:

» Preserve & enhance live fire combined arms training,
including the capability to support large-scale exercises

» Recapture littoral training capabilities at Camp Lejeune
and Camp Pendleton

» Leverage technology; provide feedback for
better training

» Mitigate encroachment
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» TFacilitate cross-service utilization

» Support the Joint National Training Capability.

Since 2004 the Marine Corps has invested (or is in the
process of investing) nearly $500 million in its ranges. This
effort constitutes the largest investment program in Marine
Corps training ranges since World War II. These investments
have significantly enhanced the capability of Marine Corps
operational ranges to accomplish their missions.

Mission Areas

Marine Corps forces are organized, trained, and equipped to
deploy as MAGTFs. The MAGTEF is a scalable, task organized
force consisting of the following elements: Ground Combat
Element, Aviation Combat Element, Logistics Combat
Element, and Command Element. The size and composition
of a MAGTF depends on its mission. The Marine
Expeditionary Force (MEF) is the largest MAGTF. The
Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) is a large-scale
MAGTEF, smaller than a MEF, while a Marine Expeditionary
unit (MEU) is the smallest standing MAGTE. Special
task-organized MAGTFs can be built as missions and
requirements dictate, to include training and exercises. Each
MAGTEF trains to execute six warfighting functions, namely:
Maneuver, Fires, Intelligence, Command and Control,
Logistics, and Force Protection. Training of the MAGTF
proceeds on a continuum of individual skills training, unit
training for MAGTF elements, Marine Expeditionary Unit
(MEU)-level training, and Marine Expeditionary Brigade
(MEB) / large-scale MAGTF training. The Marine Corps
organizes its range classes or range mission areas to align
with the stages of the training continuum. These mission
areas are identified in Table 2-5 and defined in Appendix B.

Table 2-5 Marine Corps Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Individual Level MAGTF Marine Expeditionary Unit (MEU) Level

Unit Level MAGTF Marine Expeditionary Brigade (MEB) Level

Unit Level MAGTF Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) Level
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2.3.3 Navy Requirements

Overview

Today’s high performance aircraft and ships employ weapons
of significant capability and complexity with unique training
and delivery characteristics that require a robust training
range/OPAREA infrastructure. The Navy accomplishes most
of its training on ranges and OPAREAs located near
concentrations of forces in the U.S. and its territories. These
areas enable high fidelity training facilitated by exercise
coordinators. For safety purposes, these areas also provide a
training space with reduced or restricted civilian traffic.
Additionally, Naval forces train on Army-, Air Force-, and
Marine Corps-controlled ranges. Shared and joint use of
ranges both in the U.S. and abroad helps to economize time
and resources spent on travel while simultaneously exposing
Naval forces to the joint environment.

The Navy’s Range Complexes allow for training across the
Composite Warfare Commander (CWC) concept. Each Carrier
Strike Group and Expeditionary Strike Group must master
multiple mission areas enabling the aviation, surface, and
submarine forces to work in an integrated manner. This
CWC construct presents unique challenges for the Navy
Range Complexes, which must offer realistic training across
diverse and complex mission areas to meet Navy readiness
and deployment requirements.

Generation and validation of requirements for Navy training
ranges in the United States and its territories falls under the
purview of U.S. Fleet Forces (USFF). Type Commanders
(TYCOMs) and various lower echelon Fleet commands
control the ranges that are tenant commands on Navy
installations. For example, the ranges in the San Diego area
are grouped into the Southern California (SOCAL) Range
Complex. SOCAL has several land, water, and air ranges
managed by the Commander Naval Air Forces Pacific and
Naval Special Warfare Command. While these commands,
and their subordinates, such as the Southern California Off
Shore Range (SCORE), control the day-to-day training
operations on the ranges they also have environmental
issues common to all of them. Environmental issues are
managed by the Regional Environmental Coordinator on the
staff of Navy Region Southwest. Because of the common
administrative requirements influenced by the geographic
proximity of the range components, the Navy manages its
ranges as range complexes. For inventory and budgeting
purposes the Navy groups ranges, and sometimes sets of
small complexes to provide efficiencies.
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Current and Future Requirements

Training requirements, as opposed to training range
requirements, are defined by the TYCOMs. Navy TYCOMs
are responsible for establishing the training requirements in
each Navy Warfare Area for the various air, surface, and
sub-surface forces. To prepare for the Planning,
Programming, Budgeting, and Execution (PPBE) process, the
TYCOMs obtain input from their subordinate commands to
determine what training range capabilities and space are
needed but not available. Those requirements are forwarded
to the fleet level, USFF and Pacific Fleet, for validation. USFF
forwards the requirements to Chief of Naval Operations for
assessment as input to the Navy’s Program Objectives
Memorandum (POM)/Program Review submission process.

The Navy’s highest level range requirement is to provide
forces with the land, air, sea-space, and frequency spectrum
necessary to support the Fleet Response Plan (FRP). To meet
the requirements of the FRP the Navy has developed a Fleet
Response Training Plan (FRTP). To meet the milestones in the
FRTP, the Navy has a geographically dispersed set of training
complexes on each coast, Hawaii, and in the Western Pacific
that provide the areas necessary to conduct controlled and
safe training scenarios that are representative of the
conditions Navy personnel will face in meeting their assigned
tasks, either in peacetime operations or armed conflict. Table
2-6 summarizes the four FRTP training phases.

To quantify its range requirements for the foreseeable
future, the Navy developed the Navy Range Required
Capabilities Document (RCD). The RCD describes the
training range capabilities required to support the training
complexity, described in Table 2-6, for required range
functions. All Navy Range Complexes have developed
individual Range Complex Management Plans (RCMP) to
ensure codification of requirements and capabilities of the
various Range Complexes.

Navy training ranges will play a critical role in supporting
training for the operational forces well into the 21st Century.
The Navy anticipates that through 2025 the continuing
requirement will be to support all phases of the FRP.
Strategic planning for Navy complexes will include support
for future training operations, as well as improvements to
infrastructure to support the JNTC. Range capabilities will
be addressed in individual RCMPs. The Navy will use these
plans to implement Navy and DoD sustainable ranges policy,
and to assist in evaluating new requirements throughout the
PPBE process.
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Table 2-6 Navy Fleet Response Training Plan Phases

Training Plan Phase Description

Maintenance Maintenance is the preferred period during the entire FRP in which major shipyard or depot level repairs, upgrades, and modernization

will occur. In addition to completion of maintenance requirements, units continue to focus on individual/team training and achieving unit
level readiness. To better accommodate TYCOM unit maintenance and training schedules, the basic phase may precede maintenance in part
orin whole.

Basic The basic phase focuses on completion of TYCOM? unit level training (ULT) requirements—team training both onboard and ashore, unit level
(Unit Level Training) | exercises both in port and at sea, unit qualifications, assessments, qualifications, and certifications. During the basic phase, a unit

will maximize the use of both distance learning options for individual skills development, and in port synthetic training. Successful
completion of the basic phase ensures units are proficient in all required Navy Mission Essential Task capabilities, meet TYCOM certification
criteria, and are ready for more complex integrated training events. ULT follows a cyclical “assess, train, and certify” process which has
been instituted by the TYCOMs.

Integrated The goal of integrated phase training is to synthesize unit/staff actions into coordinated strike group operations in a challenging, multi-
warfare operational environment. This phase provides an opportunity for strike group decision makers and watch-standers to complete
staff planning and warfare commanders courses; conduct multi-unit in-port and at-sea training; and to build on individual skill proficiencies
attained in their respective basic phase. The integrated phase is adaptable in order to provide training for Major Combat Qperations, Surge
certification, Ready certification, and/or tailored training to support emergent Combatant Commander requirements.

Sustainment The sustainment phase begins upon completion of the integrated phase, continues throughout the post deployment period, and ends
with the commencement of the maintenance phase. Sustainment consists of a variety of training evolutions designed to sustain
operation readiness as a group, multi-unit, or unit, until and following demployment. Sustainment phase training exercises units and
staffs in multi-mission planning and execution, and to interoperate in a joint/coalition environment. In-port and at-sea sustainment
training allows forces to demonstrate proficiency in operating as part of a joint and coalition combined force and ensures that proficiency
is maintained in all Navy METs in order to maintain Major Combat Operations Ready status. The extent of training will vary depending
on the unit’s anticipated task and length of time in an MCO Ready status. During sustainment, units/groups maintain an Major Combat
Operations Ready status until the commencement of the maintenance phase unless otherwise directed by Navy Fleet Commanders.
Unit/group integrity during this period is vital to ensure integrated proficiency is maintained, particularly for strike groups. Deployments
in support of Combatant Commander Global Force Management requirements may occur within the Sustainment Phase after numbered
Fleet Commanders re-certify groups and units.

Mission Areas

The Navy defines range functions as the ability to support
training in mission essential Naval warfare areas. These
mission areas are provided in Table 2-7 and defined in
Appendix B.

Table 2-7 Navy Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Strike Warfare Mine Warfare
. E|e Ctromc CO mbat .................. Amph|b|0u S Warfare ....................................
. AmlA " War fare ................... Am's“ bm a”n e W arfare ...............................
Amlsurface Nava|8peC|a|Warfare(NSW) ........................

7 TYCOMs are responsible for the aircraft, ships and submarines that make up the Navy’s operational numbered fleets. Numbered fleets (e.g., 2nd Fleet, 5th Fleet, 6th Fleet, etc.)
are immediately subordinate to major fleet commands (e.g. Atlantic and Pacific Fleets). They are comprised of various task forces, elements, groups, and units organized for the

purpose of prosecuting specific naval operations.
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2.3.4 Air Force Requirements

Overview

Because of the emerging trend of DoD readiness impacts
caused by limitations on the use of military lands, marine
areas, and airspace, the Air Force Air Combat Command (ACC)
in 2001 partnered with the RAND Corporation to investigate
a requirements-based approach for determining its range and
airspace infrastructure needs. The goal of the study was to
develop an analytical structure for translating ACC
operational requirements into training requirements, and then
into infrastructure requirements. It sought to establish a
comprehensive, objective statement of ACC range and airspace
requirements linked to national interests, and a corresponding
approach to compare the adequacy of existing infrastructure
with those requirements. A relational database was created to
serve as an information repository and allow for analysis of
the relationships among the three different elements. This
process is described in the following paragraphs.

Prior to 2001, alternative range and airspace resource
determinations were based primarily on statements of
apparent gaps between requirements and existing
capabilities. The Air Force determined that more effective
decisions could be made if both the requirements and
current asset capabilities were stated more explicitly, with
resource decisions based on rigorously derived gap
assessments. To be defensible, range infrastructure and
resource requirements must be linked firmly to training
requirements, which in turn must be linked directly to the
operational requirements of the Air Force in the conduct of
its individual and joint national security missions.
Additionally, for a requirements-based approach to succeed,
an efficient means of comparing existing infrastructure
capabilities with these vetted requirements would be
needed. Figure 2-3 illustrates the framework at the core of
the Air Force requirements translation process.

Current and Future Requirements

The first step in this requirements identification and
translation process starts with the joint mission framework.
This framework focuses on effects to be achieved for a joint
commander without regard to how those needs might be
met. This framework was developed because existing
statements of operational requirements did not readily lend
themselves to a strategies-to-task linkage to training
requirements because they were too detailed, too context-
specific, and classified at a level impractical for open
communication with the public. The UJTL and its
derivatives, the JMETL, and Air Force Task List support the
strategy-to-task approach.
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Figure 2-3 Framework for Developing Air Force
Infrastructure Requirements

Joint Mission Framework

Operational Objectives

Operational Tasks

Training Requirements
Ready Aircrew Progr
Missions/Sorties
Sortie Frequencies

Time in Range/Airspace
Per Sortie

Current Infrastructure

Airspace

Infrastructure Requirements

Airspace

Other

Other

The second step in this process is to relate training activities
to operational requirements as detailed in the Joint Mission
Framework, and also to training resource needs, specifically
range and airspace infrastructure requirements. In doing
this, the Air Force focused on applied and combined sorties,
as derived from the Ready Aircrew Program. The
relationship is illustrated in Figure 2-4.

The third and final step in the Air Force range requirements
development process is to evaluate operational and training
requirements, and translate them into required range and
airspace infrastructure. This is accomplished by grouping
and dividing range and airspace infrastructure based on
geographic, quantitative, and qualitative characteristics.
From a geographic perspective, the required range
infrastructure must be reasonably proximate to base
operating locations. Quantitatively, the available training
time on proximate ranges and airspace must be sufficient to
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Figure 2-4 Linking Training Activities to Air Force Range
Infrastructure Requirements

Joint Mission Framework

Operational Missions
Operational Objectives
Operational Tasks

Applied Sorties
(Single MDS)

Applied Sorties
(Combined)

Basic Sorties

support the training requirements of an operating base. For
a given Mission Design Series (MDS)/sortie-type
combination, the requirements are translated into capacity,
or the amount of operating time required on ranges and in
airspace, by multiplying the required number of sorties by
the time required for an individual sortie on a range and/or
in an airspace. Qualitative characteristics (and
corresponding information on existing assets) must satisfy
certain requirements, such as minimum dimensional

requirements, availability of required range equipment, and

authorized operation of aircraft and systems in specific
ways. Qualitative characteristics were captured for six
infrastructure types: ranges, low-level routes, maneuver
areas, threats, orbits, and other.

Based upon the initial success of the study, the Air Force has
decided to undertake a follow-on project to provide a better
foundation for ongoing and future analyses, and expand the

preliminary relational database to include training other
than continuation training, training for newer combat air
force (CAF) MDS and weapons, and training for non-CAF
MDS. The relational database will be expanded to capture
and document emerging requirements and changes to the
range and airspace infrastructure. Pending completion and
analysis of the follow-on study, the existing Air Force
process for translating operational requirements into
training requirements into infrastructure requirements, as
described remains the Air Force standard.
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Mission Areas
The Air Force classifies ranges based upon their ability to
support thirteen specific types of air warfare training.

These training events or mission areas are listed in Table

2-8, and defined in Appendix B.

Table 2-8 Air Force Mission Areas

Mission Areas

Strategic Attack Command and Control (C2)

Counterair Air Drop
Counterspace Air Refueling
Counterland Spacelift

Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance

Electronic Combat Support

2009 Sustainable Ranges Report | 17



18 | 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report May 2009



NDAA Section 366(a)(2)(B) requires DoD to evaluate the adequacy of current range resources.
Additionally, NDAA Sections 366(c)(1)(B) and (C) require DoD to identify training capabilities and
constraints. In response, DoD has further developed its annual assessment process to evaluate the
adequacy of ranges to support required training as well as the impacts of encroachment on the
training missions conducted at each range.

In 2007, DoD began assessing the adequacy of ranges to
support required training as well as the impacts of
encroachment. While these initial assessments represented a
significant step towards evaluating the adequacy of ranges
to support training and the impacts of encroachment, short
comings were identified and addressed in this year’s effort.
The DoD developed clear and concise guidance detailing the
process for completing the 2008 assessment and providing
the requirement information. The DoD and the Services
worked together to build a common set of capability
attributes and encroachment factors, and standard criteria to
evaluate them against for the purposes of this report. The
common attributes and factors, as well the standard
evaluation criteria lead to a consistent assessment and
analysis across the Services. A discussion of the assessments
and the results of the standardization efforts are discussed in
the following sections.

3.1 Assessment Methodology And Examples

As part of the evolving assessment process, DoD developed a
more streamlined approach for assessing the impact of range
capabilities and encroachment (constraints/ restrictions that
inhibit accomplishment of training in support of mission
readiness). Working with the Services, DoD provided
detailed guidance and definitions for common capability
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attributes and common encroachment factors to ensure
consistency and standardization. Additionally, DoD
established a connection between range capabilities
attributes and encroachment factors to range-related mission
areas. Service mission areas are presented in Chapter 2, and
defined in Appendix B. The Services then assessed the
ability of each of their ranges to support training for its
given mission areas against the 13 common capability
attributes and the 12 common encroachment factors
developed by DoD and the Services.

3.1.1 Capability Assessment

The following 13 common capability attributes were
developed and identified by the Services for the 2008
assessment and reporting process:

1. Landspace—Physical land area that has the necessary
features such as topography, vegetative cover,
configuration, proximity, capacity, usability, acreage, etc.

2. Airspace—Physical volume of airspace that has the
necessary features such as types of use, conﬁguration,
proximity, capacity, amount, etc.

3. Seaspace—Physical sea-surface area that has the
necessary features such as types of use, conﬁguration,
proximity, capacity, amount, etc.
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4. Underseaspace—Physical volume of underseaspace that
has the necessary features such as ocean bottom type,
depth, types of use, configuration, proximity, capacity,
amount, etc.

5. Targets—Various land, air, sea, and undersea
presentations designed for live or simulated weapons
engagement.

6. Threats—Various physical and simulated threat
presentations such as emitters, opposing adversary
forces, battlefield affect simulators, etc.

7. Scoring and Feedback Systems—Equipment that provides
information for training event reconstruction, debriefing,
and replay, whether virtual or live, through the collection
and storage of time and space position information (TSPI),
weapons accuracy, systems and operator accuracy,
assessment and monitoring of operator performance, and
C41 network information flow.

8. Infrastructure—Buildings, structures, or linear structures
(e.g- roads, rail lines, pipelines, fences, pavement).

9. Range Support—Personnel, software, and hardware that
support daily range operations, maintenance (including
range clearance), communication networks for command
and control, scheduling, and range safety as examples.
Communications networks include inter- and intra-range
systems point-to-point; range support networks; fiber
optic and microwave backbones; information protection
systems such as encryption, and radio, data link; and
instrumentation frequency management systems.

10. Small Arms Ranges—Small arms refer to ranges that
accommodate weapons systems that fire rounds up
through 40mm which is dud-producing.

11. Collective Ranges—Collective refers to ranges that
provide proficiency at the team or unit level for
battlefield operations.

12 MOUT Facilities—Military Operations in Urban Terrain
(MOUT) facilities refer to terrain complexes that
replicate urban environments.

13. Suite of Ranges—The Suite of Ranges is a nominal
make-up of range attributes and is intended to provide
the baseline requirement for each level of training. The
elements include various types of ranges such as
maneuver/training area, impact areas, live-fire ranges,
aviation ranges, and MOUT complexes that must be
coordinated to conduct required training events.
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Service-specific mission areas (as listed in Chapter 2, and
defined in Appendix B) were assessed and evaluated against
the 13 capability attributes using a color rating scheme.
These assessments were based on range usage with regards
to accessibility and usability during normal operations using
the following rating scale:

» Red—The range is not mission capable. It is unable to
support required training tasks for a given mission area
to prescribed doctrinal standards and conditions.

» Yellow—The range is partially mission capable.
It can partially support required training tasks for a
given mission area to prescribed doctrinal standards
and conditions, resulting in marginalized training for
the range users.

» Green—The range is fully mission capable. It can support
required training tasks for a given mission area to
prescribed doctrinal standards and conditions.

» White (Blank)]—White or blank represents the situation
where an assessment for a given mission area is not
performed against a particular attribute.

This scale is consistent with the developing standards within
the Defense Readiness Reporting System (DRRS), where “red”
means the assigned mission cannot be achieved, “yellow”
means the mission can be achieved but there is greater risk,
and “green” means the assigned mission can be achieved.

3.1.2 Encroachment Assessment

The impact of encroachment on mission readiness is difficult
to assess because of the flexibility in training operations and
associated resources. This flexibility is necessary to allow
the Services’ operational forces to adapt to real-time
operational constraints. To achieve their mission training
requirements, the Services employ workarounds that have
the potential to increase mission risk due to unrealistic,
segmented, or irrelevant training, and can possibly result in
a deterioration of training content and/or quality. It is
important to understand that encroachment promotes
workarounds, workarounds increase mission risk, and
mission risk can build over time before a specific mission
failure is evident. Therefore, as part of DoD’s efforts to
standardize the assessment of encroachment on training
ranges, the Services were tasked to assess the impact of the
following 12 encroachment factors in terms of mission risk,
against their Service mission areas (as listed in Chapter 2,
and defined in Appendix B).
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1. Threatened & Endangered Species/Critical Habitat—
Constraints placed on training due to regulatory
requirements and/or Service guidance to manage at risk,
threatened, or endangered species or associated habitat.

2. Munitions Restrictions—Constraints placed on training
due to regulatory requirements and/or Service guidance
on munitions use, munitions constituents, or residue to
include range clearance.

3. Spectrum—Constraints placed on training due to
unavailability of, or interference with, required
electromagnetic spectrum.

4. Maritime Sustainability—Constraints placed on training
due to regulatory requirements and/or Service guidance
to protect and sustain the maritime environment. This
includes sonar issues.

5. Airspace—Constraints placed on training due to the
availability of airspace; these constraints may be spatial
or temporal.

6. Air Quality—Constraints placed on training due to
regulatory requirements and/or Service guidance to
maintain air quality.

7. Noise Restrictions—Constraints placed on training as a
result of mitigation measures for unwanted sound
generated from the operation of military weapons or
weapon systems that affects either people, animals
(domestic or wild), or structures on or in proximity to
military training areas. This does not include
occupational noise exposure or underwater sound.

8. Adjacent Land Use—Constraints placed on training due
to incompatible development in proximity to military
training areas.

9.  Cultural Resources—Constraints placed on training due
to legal and/or regulatory requirements and/or Service
guidance to manage and maintain cultural resources.

10. Water Quality/Supply—Constraints placed on training
due to legal and/or regulatory requirements and/or
Service guidance to manage water quality and supply.

11. Wetlands—Constraints placed on training due to legal
and/or regulatory requirements and/or Service guidance
to manage wetlands.

12. Range Transients—Constraints placed on training due to
the unannounced or unauthorized presence of individuals,
livestock, aircraft, or watercraft transiting ranges.
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Services assessed the ranges/range complex for the risks
associated with actual restrictions and workarounds related
to the various Encroachment Factors presented earlier. These
assessments were made based on observed use of the range
with regards to availability using the following rating scale:

» Red—The encroachment factor has a severe effect, or
high risk, to the range’s ability to support its assigned
mission training and would likely cause the training
mission to fail. Mitigating the encroachment would
involve prohibitive costs or actions for the range.

» Yellow—The encroachment factor has a moderate
impact, or medium risk, on the range’s ability to
support its assigned mission training. Workarounds
have a moderate impact on training content, procedure,
or outcome. Addressing the encroachment results in
additional burdens or requires additional actions by the
range to mitigate the impact of the encroachment.

» Green—The encroachment factor has minimal impact,
or low risk, on the range’s ability to support its assigned
mission training. Workarounds detract minimally or not
at all from training content, procedure, or outcome.
Costs are not incurred by the range or range users to
address the encroachment factor.

» White (Blank)]—White or blank represents the situation
where an encroachment factor does not exist for a given
mission area.

3.1.3 Example Capability Assessment and Analysis
The following discussion details an example Capability
Assessment and Analysis. Figure 3-1 illustrates the format DoD
used to collect, evaluate, and analyze range capability data.

Each Service’s individual ranges/range complexes were
assessed for their ability to support their assigned training
missions using the 13 common capability attributes. As
shown in Figure 3-1, the interactions between the various
mission areas (1 through 5 as examples), and the 13 common
capability attributes, are assessed for mission impacts using
the red, yellow, green (R/Y/G) rating scale discussed in
Section 3.1.1.

This example shows that Range A is being assessed against
its ability to support training for its five mission areas. As
seen above, the red rating for airspace in Mission Areas 2
through 5 indicate that the airspace is insufficient to support
one or more of the training tasks associated with each
Mission Area to prescribed doctrinal standards or
conditions. Other red ratings, indicating capability attribute
shortfalls that are severely impacting mission areas are:
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scoring and feedback systems for Mission Areas 1 and 5,
Small Arms Ranges for all five mission areas, and range
support for Mission Area 4.

Less severe impacts can be seen in the yellow ratings, such
as those for threats in Mission Area 4 and MOUT facilities in
Mission Areas 2-5. For Yellow ratings there are shortfalls in
prescribed doctrinal standards or conditions such that
training for a certain task(s) in a mission area will be
degraded. Limited or no impact describes the majority of
attributes for Range A. These attributes are sufficient to
provide training in the five mission areas to doctrinal
conditions and standards.

Where a capability is assessed against a mission area a red,
yellow, or green rating is assigned. Where capabilities are
not required at a given range, or not assessed, the blocks are
rated white. Where training for a mission area does not
apply to a given range, all capabilities are assessed white.
The completed table provides the basic information used to
generate the overall rating on the sliding bar view, and a
comprehensive pie-chart view, of the capabilities Range A
provides to train for five different mission areas. This is
baseline data, representing a static point in time, and alone
does not provide insight into trends based on changing
external conditions.

In this example, an overall rating and sliding scale were
generated using a weighted average method to calculate a
Capability Score on a scale of 0 to 10, with zero being no
capability or red, and 10 being full capability or green. For
this example range there were 31 green, 7 yellow, and 17 red
responses. Additionally, 10 attributes were not assessed. The
weighting plan is 0 for red, 5 for yellow, and 10 for green.
Using these numbers, the total weighted score for this
example is 345. The weighted average (in this example 6.27)
is determined by dividing the weighted score (345) by the
total number of responses (55). The weighted average
becomes the range's capability score, 6.27, as shown in
Figure 3-1.

This sliding scale provides a baseline needed for future
trend analysis. To represent the overall relationship of red/
yellow/green assessments a pie chart view is provided.
Additional observations can be readily seen from the pie
charts. For example, of all the capability factors necessary to
provide assigned training for Range A, the pie chart shows
that 31% are so severely degraded that some facet of training
cannot be accomplished to even a marginal level.
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3.1.4 Example Encroachment Assessment

and Analysis

The following discussion details an example Encroachment
Assessment and Analysis. Figure 3-2 illustrates the format
DoD used to collect, evaluate, and analyze range
encroachment information.

Each Service’s individual ranges/range complexes were
assessed for the impact encroachment has on their ability to
support their assigned training missions using 13 common
encroachment factors. As shown in the above figure, the
interactions between the various mission areas (1 through 5

Figure 3-1 Example Capability Assessment and Analysis

Range A: Example Capabilities Data as Provided by Services

Capability Data

Mission Areas Capability Attributes

Mission Area#1 | @ | @ o0 O 000

Mission Area#5 | @ | @ o0 O 000

Legend

Capability Attributes Graph

7% of Range A's mission areas
are partially mission capable (PMC)

7I%

31% of Range A's
mission areas are
NOT mission
capable (NMC)

31% .
56% 56% of Range A's mission areas are
fully mission capable (FMC)

Capability Score

o
S
o

Example Observations

» Small Arms Range, Airspace, Suite of Ranges, and MOUT Facilities
Attributes are Impacting Range Capabilities.
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as examples) and the 12 common encroachment factors are
assessed for mission impacts using the red, yellow, green
(R/Y/G) rating scale discussed in Section 3.1.1 and similarly
to the capability assessment.

This example shows that Range A is being assessed against
its ability to support training for its five mission areas. As
seen above, the red ratings for adjacent land use in Mission
Areas 3 and 5 indicate that there is some sort of incompatible
development in proximity to the range that is severely
affecting or putting at risk the range’s ability to support
training for those two mission areas at risk. This signifies
that the ability to mitigate the encroachment situation would
involve prohibitive costs or actions for the range. Other red
ratings indicating that severe encroachment situations exist
are: Spectrum for Mission Area 3, Wetlands for Mission
Areas 4 and 5, and Air Quality for Mission Area 3.

Moderate encroachment impacts can be seen in the yellow
ratings, such as those for Adjacent land use in Mission Area
1 and noise restrictions and water quality/supply with
Mission Area 3. The number of green assessments indicate
that the majority of encroachment factors are having
minimal to no impact, or present a low risk, on the range’s
ability to support its assigned mission training. Whatever
workarounds are being employed detract minimally or not
at all from training content, procedure, or outcome.

Where an encroachment factor is assessed against a mission
area a red, yellow, or green rating is assigned. Where an
encroachment factor does not exist for a mission area at a
given range, the blocks are rated white as previously
defined. The completed table provides the basic information
used to generate the overall rating on the sliding scale view,
and a comprehensive pie-chart view, of the impact
encroachment is having on Range A’s ability to provide
training for five different mission areas.

In this example, an overall rating and sliding bar were
generated using a weighted average method to calculate an
overall Encroachment Score on a scale of 0 to 10, with zero
being a severe encroachment/high risk situation or red, and
10 being a minimal/low risk situation or green.

For this example range there were 45 green, 5 yellow, and 8
red responses. Additionally, 2 factors were not assessed. The
weighting plan is O for red, 5 for yellow, and 10 for green.
Using these numbers, the total weighted score for this
example is 475. The weighted average (in this example 8.18)
is determined by dividing the weighted score (475) by the
total number of responses (58). The weighted average
becomes the range’s encroachment score, 8.18, as shown in
Figure 3-2.

May 2009

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

This sliding scale establishes the baseline needed for future
trend analysis. A pie chart view is provided to represent the
overall relationship of red/yellow/green assessments. Some
additional observations can be readily seen from the pie
charts. For example, of all the encroachment factors
assessed, the majority are not a concern with only 23%
having a moderate or severe impact.

The intent of this analysis is to ensure that training ranges
are assessed against mission areas that are specifically
related to training requirements. Figure 3-3 provides a

Figure 3-2 Example Encroachment Assessment and Analysis

Range A: Example Encroachment Data as Provided by Services

Encroachment Data

Mission Areas

Encroachment Factors

MissionArea#1 | @ | @ o0 e e o0 o

MissionArea#5 | @ |@ | @ o000 00
Minimal @  Moderate

Encroachment Factors Graph

9% of Range A's mission Areas are
moderately impacted (medium risk)

Legend Severe

14% of Range A's
mission Areas are
severely impacted
(high risk)

77% of Range A's mission Areas
are minimally impacted (minimal risk)

0 2 4 6 8 10

Example Observations

» Adjacent Land Use, Maritime Sustainability & Wetlands are Affecting
Various Mission Areas
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Figure 3-3 Comparison of the Capability and Encroachment Assessment Methodologies

Capabilities Assessment

Encroachment Assessment

Capability Score

20%

2. Percent Distribution 50%

30%

FMC Fully Mission Capable PMC Partially Mission Capable NMC Not Mission Capable

Common Capability Attributes Common Encroachment Factors

8 1.landspace 8. Infrastrucure 8  1.T&E Species/Critical Habitat 7. Noise Restrictions

_'E 2. Airspace 9. Range Support § 2. Munitions Restrictions 8. Adjacent Land Use

£ 3.Seaspace 10. Small Arms Ranges £ 3. Spectrum 9. Cultural Resources

g 4. Underseaspace 11. Collective Ranges § 4. Maritime Sustainability 10. Water Quality/Supply

@ 5. Targets 12. MOUT Facilities @ 5. Airspace 11. Wetlands

-] -4

2 6. Threats 13. Suite of Ranges 2 6. Air Quality 12. Range Transients

7. Scoring & Feedback System
Range Assessments o o Range Assessments o o
Against Mission Areas FMC PMC NMC Against Mission Areas Minimal Moderate  Severe
8.18
1. Scores (weighted average)
1. Scores (weighted average) . _ .—.—_.—.—.—.—.—.—.—.—|
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

Encroachment Impact Score

30%

2. Percent Distribution 60%

10%

comparison of Services” Standards Methods, Analysis, and
Reporting for Capabilities and Encroachment assessments on
the range training Mission.

In this year's report, the use of a sliding scale, as described
above, and pie charts have been implemented to aggregate
Service assessment data in a unit-less representation that can
be quickly assessed. The relationship between encroachment
and capability begins to emerge and can be used for further
development of this very complex relationship.

3.2 Assessment Results and Discussions
3.21 Army

Army Training Range Capability
Assessment Results

The results of the Army’s overall range capability
assessment are:

» Army'’s overall Capability Score = 6.49

» 16% of the Army’s Range Mission Areas are assessed as
Not Mission Capable (NMC)
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» 38% of the Army’s Range Mission Areas are assessed as
Partially Mission Capable (PMC)

» 46% of the Army’s Range Mission Areas are assessed as
Fully Mission Capable (FMC)

Shortfalls were identified in the Airspace, Scoring and Feed
Back System, Landspace, and Infrastructure capability
attributes, and all six Army mission areas were impacted.
Impacted ranges, or ranges with a capability score less than the
Army’s overall score of 6.49 include: Fort Bliss, Fort Drum, Fort
Campbell, Fort Bragg, Fort Riley, Fort Benning, Fort Hood, and
Fort Stewart. Specific comments from the Army’s range
capability assessments are included in Appendix C.

Army Training Range Encroachment
Assessment Results

The results of the Army’s overall range encroachment
assessment are:

» Army’s overall Encroachment Score = 9.23

» 1% of the Army’s Range Mission Areas are severely
impacted (High risk)
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» 13% of the Army’s range Mission Areas are moderately
impacted (Medium risk)

» 86% of the Army’s Range Missions Ares are minimally
impacted (Minimal risk)

Encroachment factors contributing constraints were
identified as: Air Quality, Wetlands, Adjacent Land Use, and
T&E Species and Critical Habitat, while all six mission areas
are impacted. Ranges with an encroachment score of less
than 9.00 include: Fort Hood, Fort Benning, Fort
Wainwright, Fort Lewis, and Yakima Training Area.

Specific comments from the Army’s range encroachment
assessments are included in Appendix C.

Army Special Interest Section

General Issues

The Army Sustainable Range Program maintains an
inventory and general management data for 102 installations
encompassing three tiers. The Army tiers were established
using criteria including: BCT stationing, intuitional schools/
other mission support, land asset size, and level of training
(individual, crew, collective). Training sites that are not part
of the 102 supported sites are typically small individual
training ranges that are managed through local ARNG/state
agreements and policies; the Army only maintains
inventory-level data for these sites.

The Army Campaign Plan (ACP) provides direction for
detailed planning, preparation, and execution of the full
range of tasks necessary to provide relevant and ready land
power to the Nation while maintaining the quality of the
all-volunteer force. The Army is pursuing the most
comprehensive transformation of its forces since the early
years of World War 11, but the Soldier remains the

Figure 3-4 Summary: Army Range Capability Assessment

% Distribution of R/Y/G Data

Overall Capability Score

T T 1
6 8 10
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centerpiece of our combat systems and formations. Support
for Soldiers, civilians, and their families are a critical part of
the Army’s ability to defend our Nation.

Army Transformation and implementation of the ACP
significantly increase the Army’s requirement for training
land while urban and environmental encroachment
simultaneously are decreasing the amount of training land
available for use by Army units and Soldiers. The Army needs
large, doctrinally-sound training areas to support the ACP
and the National Military Strategy. The 2003 Army Range
and Training Land Strategy provides a strategic framework
for the acquisition of training land. During testimony to the
HASC Readiness Sub-committee in February 2009, the Army
informed Congress of a service-wide training land shortfall of
over four million acres. The Army has taken several steps to
reduce its training land shortfall.

As the Army transforms, units at all levels are required by
doctrine to operate across a significantly larger battle space.
The result of an increased doctrinal battle space requirement
is that the Army is facing greater needs for training land.
Technological advances, such as Unmanned Aerial Systems
Vehicles, Stryker Infantry Combat Vehicles, and Battle
Command Systems create the capability to detect targets and
conduct operations over more terrain than ever before. The
Army must exploit these technological advantages by training
Soldiers, leaders, and units to exercise their equipment and
logistics to the fullest capabilities, while operating across large
areas in a unified and decisive manner.

Stationing changes directed by BRAC 05 will concentrate
Army units and service schools at key installations in the
United States. Recent changes in the Army’s global posture
and readiness cycles have increased the pressure on Army
land assets. The Global Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR)

Figure 3-5 Summary: Army Range Encroachment Assessment

% Distribution of R/Y/G Data

1%
86% <EL

Overall Encroachment Score
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is moving units from overseas locations to the United States.
This movement adds to the need for training land because
there are no new Army installations being created in the
United States. In addition, the Army Force Generation Model
(ARFORGEN) requires units to train to a higher level at
home station because Army units must meet readiness gates
at a faster pace than ever before. ARFORGEN-based training
increases the emphasis on home station collective training.
This, in turn, increases installation training land
requirements because collective training events are large in
order to replicate actual operations.

While the Army’s requirement for training land grows the
capacity of and accessibility to Army lands is decreasing.
There are significant challenges that must be actively
addressed to sustain training on Army land. The Army is
competing with its neighbors for access to land, airspace,
and frequency spectrum. Urbanization and sprawl are
encroaching on military lands and creating “islands of
biodiversity” on Army installations. Urbanization has
concentrated endangered species and their habitats on areas
traditionally used for military training. Increases in the
concentration of endangered species at Army installations
have, on many installations, increased environmental
restrictions. Environmental restrictions tend to translate into
reduced accessibility to training land

Stationing changes directed by BRAC 05 will concentrate
Army units and service schools at key installations in the
United States. Table 3-1 shows the BRAC authorized actions
that will significantly affect training requirements.

Table 3-1 Stationing changes directed by BRAC that affect Army
training land requirements
BRAC Action Affecting Training Requirements

Installation

Impacted
Eglin, AFB

Special Forces Group moved from Fort Bragg to Eglin, AFB

Drill Sergeant School moved from Fort Leonard Wood to

Fort Jackson
FortSil | Air Defense School moved from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill
Fortlee | Transportation Center moved from Fort Fustis to Fort Lee
“Fortlee | Ordnance Center moved from Aberdeen Proving Ground to Fort Lee
urtles | Missileand Munitions Center moved from Redstone Arsenalto

Fort Lee
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The Global Defense Posture Realignment GDPR, previously

referred to as the Integrated Global Presence and Basing

Strategy (IGPBS), is the blueprint of recommendations

outlining the size, character, and location of long—term

overseas force presence. GDPR recommendations were

developed before the initiation of formal BRAC 05 activities,

as part of an inter-agency assessment of DoD’s long-term

overseas force projection and basing needs. The GDPR

involves moving units from overseas locations to new

locations in the United States as shown in Table 3-2 below.

Table 3-2 Units relocated under the GDPR initiative

Installation GDPR Action Affecting Training Requirements
Impacted
Fort Sill ADA BDE moved from Fort Bliss to Fort Sill
FortBliss | 19AD moved from Germany to Fort Bliss
FortBliss | Fires BDE moved from Fort Sill to Fort Bliss
FortCarson | 11BCT moved from Korea to Fort Carson
. Fo rtH|Iey ........... 1 . IBCTachated .............................................................
Forthiley | 11D moved from Germany to Fort Riley

In January 2007, President Bush asked Congress for authority
to increase the overall strength of the Army by 74,200 Soldiers
over the next five years. This growth will mitigate shortages in
units, Soldiers, and time to train that would otherwise inhibit
the Army from meeting readiness goals and supporting
strategic requirements. In September 2007, the Secretary of
Defense approved the Army’s proposal to accelerate growth for
the Active component and Army National Guard. The Army
must grow, adjust its force structure, and station its units and
Soldiers to meet the strategic requirements of the contemporary
global security environment.

To meet this need, the Army developed a plan to station and
realign units to optimize training, leader development, and
combat readiness. This stationing plan integrates BRAC, GDPR,
and Army Growth and is facilitated by military construction.
The table below identifies installations which received or
retained 1000 Soldiers or more during Army growth.

Table 3-3 Actions under Army Growth

Installation Impacted :

Type of Unit

Fort Carson IBCT Growth
FortCar Son ................. IBC e Retamed ...............
FortStewar T IBCT ...................................... Grov\/th .................
FortStewart | IBCT (converted froman HBCT) | Conversion
FortPok | Battlefield Surveillance Brigade | Growth
FortBliss |- 21BCTs and Fires Brigade | Gowth
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Several installations had growth or retention that exceeded
1,000 Soldiers cumulative, but did not have units that would
significantly increase the maneuver training land
requirement. For example Fort Hood had 24 units, 3,273
Soldiers, but the type of units caused only a small increase
to the maneuver land shortfall at Fort Hood. This was part
of the effort to rebalance the Army forces with available
training land and to leverage existing cantonment facilities
within the Army.

Critical Issues: Encroachment Capabilities

The results of the Army’s Encroachment Assessment as
depicted in Section 3.2.1 were based on supporting data
(both quantitative and qualitative) from a number of sources
to include but not limited to the SEP 2007 Final
Encroachment Condition Module Reports for each of the
Army’s Tier I installations, input from Army Commands, the
Installation Management Command, and HQDA staff. The
charts and tables are reflective of current conditions as of
December 2008 only. Additionally, the Army chose to
provide encroachment assessments for Tier I installation
only installations because they reflect 88% of Home Station
training for the active component and where the majority of
encroachment impacts are felt.

Detailed Army Training Range Capability and
Encroachment Assessment Results

The following tables and figures present detailed
information on the Army’s Training Range Capability and
Encroachment Assessments. The first set of tables detail the
methodology used for determining the weighted averages
that make-up an individual range capability and
encroachment score. This information is shown for all the
Army ranges assessed. The set of figures that follow provide
assessment detail at the range level specific to mission areas
and capability attributes and encroachment factors.

Army Training Range Capability and
Encroachment Assessment Results

The results of the Army’s overall range capability and
encroachment assessments, based on data received from
14 Ranges/Range Complexes are presented side-by-side in
Table 3-6.
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Table 3-4 Army Range Capability Assessment Data Analysis

Army Range Capability Assessment Detail

Range

Fort Benning

Totals

Total Weighted Scores

Total Assessment Points

Weighted Average

Table 3-5 Army Range Encroachment Assessment Data Analysis

Army Range Encroachment Assessment Detail

8
8

Totals

Total Weighted Scores

Total Assessment Points
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Army Range: Fort Benning

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements
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» All Mission Areas are Equally Impacted
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Bliss
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Bragg
Capability Data Encroachm
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Campbell
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Carson / Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Drum
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Hood
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Irwin
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Lewis
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Polk
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Riley
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Stewart
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Fort Wainwright
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Figure 3-6 Army Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Army Range: Yakima Training Area
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Table 3-6 Army Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison

Range Name

Capability Score
(Ranked from Lowest to Highest)

Encroachment Score

Fort Benning

Fort Bliss

Fort Carson /
Pinon Canyon
Maneuver Site

Fort Drum

Fort Hood

Fort Irwin

Fort Lewis
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Table 3-6 Army Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison (Continued)

Range Name

Capability Score

Encroachment Score

Fort Polk

Fort Stewart

(Ranked from Lowest to Highest)
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0 2 4 6 8 10
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Area . N
I T T T T T T T T T 1 I T T T T T T T T T 1
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3.2.2 Marine Corps

Marine Corps Training Range Capability
Assessment Results’

The results of the Marine Corps’ overall range capability
assessment are:

» USMC'’s overall Capability Score = 5.73

» 13% of the USMC’s Range Mission Areas are
assessed as NMC

» 59% of the USMC’s Range Mission Areas are
assessed as PMC

» 28% of the USMC’s Range Mission Areas are
assessed as FMC

At the installation level, shortfalls were identified in the
landspace, scoring and feedback systems, simulated threat
emitters, and target capability attributes, resulting in all
four Marine Corps mission areas being impacted. Impacted
ranges, or ranges with a capability score less than the overall
Marine Corps score of 5.73, include: Hawaii, Camp Lejuene,
MCAGCC Twentynine Palms, Camp Pendleton, and Yuma.
Specific comments from the Marine Corps range capability
assessment are included in Appendix C.

Marine Corps Training Range Encroachment
Assessment Results

The results of the USMC'’s overall range encroachment
assessment are:

» USMC’s overall Encroachment Score = 7.90

» 8% of the USMC’s Range Mission Areas are severely
impacted (High risk)

» 26% of the USMC’s Range Mission Areas are moderately
impacted (Medium risk)

» 66% of the USMC’s Range Mission Areas are minimally
impacted (Minimal risk).

The impact of each category of encroachment factor differs
across Marine Corps installations. While two installations
may have severe encroachment concerns from the same
encroachment category, synergistic effects may be
experienced at one installation but not at the other.
Accordingly, the data must be carefully considered in order
to fully understand the encroachment effects on each
installation. The encroachment score for Marine Corps
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Figure 3-7 Summary: Marine Corps Range Capability Assessment
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Figure 3-8 Summary: Marine Corps Range
Encroachment Assessment
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installations in total should be considered against the
backdrop of each installation’s encroachment score. In
addition, the encroachment assessment merely evaluates
effects on current operations; it does not predict how future
operations may be effected by encroachment. Changes in
installation readiness activities due to changes in doctrine
and equipment, or changes in encroachment threats are not
captured by this encroachment assessment. For instance, the
introduction of new equipment, such as the Joint Strike
Fighter, may result in signiﬁcant degradation of
encroachment scores at those installations supporting this
new aircraft.

Encroachment factors contributing constraints are identified
as: Threatened and Endangered Species, Wetlands, Noise
Restrictions, and Munitions Restrictions. All four Marine

7 Marine Corps range assessments do not address four installations (Marine Corps Logistics Base (MCLB) Albany, MCLB Barstow, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, and Marine Corps

Recruit Depot (MCRD) Parris Island) which have no ranges other than small-arms ranges used for the limited purpose of weapons qualification training.
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Corps mission areas are impacted. Ranges with an
encroachment score less than the Marine Corps overall score
of 7.90 include: Cherry Point, Hawaii, Camp Lejuene, Camp
Pendleton, and Yuma. Specific comments from the Marine
Corps encroachment capability assessment are included in
Appendix C.

Marine Corps Special Interest Section

General Issues

Over the past decade the Marine Corps has increasingly
recognized that transforming its installations and ranges is
essential to aligning its infrastructure to support forces,
weapon systems, doctrine, and tactics for the foreseeable
future. Accordingly, the Marine Corps is aggressively
executing a range modernization program the scope of
which is unprecedented. Deficiencies in Marine Corps range
inventory are of two types: inadequate range capabilities
leading to substandard training opportunities, and lack of
range capacity leading to loss of training opportunities or
reliance on alternative training sites (such as other Services’
ranges). The Mission Capable Ranges Initiative is directed at
both types of deficits through capability enhancements and
establishment of additional capacity through development of
new ranges.

The USMC identified 14 range complexes in an effort to
ensure a complete inventory. Four of those “complexes”
(Miramar, Parris Island, Albany and Barstow) are actually
only small-arms ranges that support local individual
re-qualification efforts, or in the case of Parris Island,
provide entry level small arms training. To be consistent
with the other Service inventories, and to acknowledge the
limited range mission that these installations have, we will
in future SRR reports, categorize them as “other” as it is not
our intent to formally evaluate them unless their mission
changes or some encroachment factor threatens their ability
to function. Of the ten remaining complexes, only Camp
Butler has not been formally evaluated (had an RCMP
performed) and it is now funded in FY09.

Critical Issues: Range Capabilities

The Marine Corps has identified Service-level deficits in its
ability to train to the many missions that it faces. Continued
analysis and the fielding of new systems may cause other
requirements to surface in the future, but today the
projected operational range requirements at the Service level
focus on the following critical deficiencies.

The inability of Marine Corps ranges to fully exercise a large
Marine Air Ground Task Force (MAGTF) in a realistic,
doctrinally appropriate training scenario. The premiere
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Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC) at
Twentynine Palms is the center of excellence for developing
and executing combined arms live-fire training of the
MAGTEF; however, MCAGCC cannot accommodate a full-
scale, live-fire MEB exercise. Expansion of MCAGCC/
MAGTFTC would significantly enhance the ability of the
Marine Corps to continue to provide trained marines,
Marine units, and MAGTFs in furtherance of national
security objectives. Having obtained necessary
authorizations from the Department of Defense, the Marine
Corps has is proceeding with analysis and assessments in
support of land expansion.

Inadequate training opportunities for the Marine units
stationed in the western Pacific and Hawaii. The initiative to
relocate units from Okinawa to Guam, and develop training
ranges and infrastructure on Guam and selected islands of
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, may
help alleviate training-related deficits experienced by
marines stationed in Okinawa and Hawaii.

In addition, the Marine Corps has identified the need for an
aviation training range on the east coast of the United States
with range capabilities such as those provided by MCAS
Yuma on the west coast. A preliminary study of Townsend
bombing range is underway to assess its capabilities to
address this issue.

Critical Issues: Encroachment Factors

The impact of each category of encroachment factor differs
across Marine Corps installations. While two installations
may have severe encroachment concerns from the same
encroachment category, synergistic effects may be
experienced at one installation but not at the other.
Accordingly, the data must be carefully considered in order to
fully understand the encroachment effects on each
installation. The encroachment score for Marine Corps
installations in total should be considered against the
backdrop of each installation’s encroachment score. In
addition, the encroachment assessment merely evaluates
effects on current operations; it does not predict how future
operations may be affected by encroachment. Changes in
installation readiness activities due to changes in doctrine and
equipment, or changes in encroachment threats are not
captured by this encroachment assessment. For instance, the
introduction of new equipment, such as the Joint Strike
Fighter, may result in significant degradation of encroachment
scores at those installations supporting this new aircraft.
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Detailed Marine Corps Training Range Capability
and Encroachment Assessment Results

The following tables and accompanying figures present
detailed information on the Marine Corps’ Training Range
Capability and Encroachment Assessments for each range
assessed. The table identifies range capability attributes and
encroachment factors, and assesses each attribute or factor
using a green-yellow-red scoring methodology. The figures
depict score distributions and weighted overall assessment
scores for each range. Capability assessments are range-
specific, based on levels and types of training required to be
supported by a given range.

Marine Corps Training Range Summary Capability
and Encroachment Assessment Results

The results of the Marine Corps’ overall range capability and
encroachment assessments, based on data received from 10
ranges/range complexes are presented side-by-side in Table 3-9.

While the Marine Corps deviated from the approach used by
the other Services to define mission areas, the Marine Corps
approach is consistent with all the source documents and
methodologies by which the Marine Corps manages and
resources its ranges.
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Table 3-7 Marine Corps Range Capability Assessment Data Analysis

Marine Corps Range Capability Assessment Detail

Range

29 Palms

NMC

Total Weighted Scores

Total Assessment Points Weighted Average

Table 3-8 Marine Corps Range Encroachment Assessment Data Analysis

Marine Corps Range Encroachment Assessment Detail

29 Palms

Totals

Severe

Moderate

Total Weighted Scores

Total Assessment Points Weighted Average
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Marine Corps Range: 29 Palms
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Beaufort Townsend
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Bridgeport
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Camp Lejeune
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Cherry Point
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Hawaii
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Pendleton
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Quantico
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Figure 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Marine Corps Range: Yuma
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Range Name

29 Palms

Beaufort-
Townsend

Hawaii

Pendleton

Quantico

Yuma

Table 3-9 Marine Corps Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison
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3.2.3 Navy

Navy Training Range Capability
Assessment Results

The average results of the Navy’s range capabilities
assessment are:

» Navy'’s overall Capability Score = 7.28

» 10% of the Navy’s range missions areas are assessed
as NMC

» 35% of the Navy’s range missions areas are assessed
as PMC

» 55% of the Navy’s range missions areas are assessed
as FMC

Range capability shortfalls are identified in the scoring and
feedback systems, airspace, landspace, targets, and threats
attributes. Ranges with capabilities assessed as NMC include:
Navy Cherry Point, Fallon, Hawaii, Jacksonville, Japan,
Mariana Islands, NOCAL, Okinawa, SOCAL, and VACAPES.
In the Japan and Okinawa range complexes, the NMC
assessments were based broadly across all warfare areas. The
Mariana Islands complex NMC rating is primarily the result of
forces relocating in theater to Guam without sufficient range
capability to meet the expansion of training requirements and
increase of training support demands. The Navy Cherry Point,
Fallon, Hawaii, Jacksonville, NOCAL, SOCAL, and VACAPES
complexes report NMC assessments in only one or two warfare
areas principally due to the lack of shallow water
instrumentation, minimal target inventory, legacy threat
systems, and/or insufficient landspace. The details of each
assessment are contained in Figure 3-12 and specific comments
from the Navy’s range capability assessment are included in
Appendix C.

Figure 3-10 Summary: Navy Range Capability Assessment
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Navy Training Range Encroachment

Assessment Results

The Navy addresses threatened and endangered species
together with maritime sustainment as a matter of
practicality with the regulatory community. As such, the
Navy incorporates the impacts of threatened and endangered
species into the assessment of maritime sustainability
encroachment, except where threatened and endangered
species are terrestrial issues. Further, the Navy conducts a
more detailed approach by assessing only the relevant
encroachment factors at each range complex to yield more
accurate results.

The results of the Navy’s overall range encroachment
assessment are:

» Navy'’s overall encroachment score = 8.49

» 1% of the Navy’s range missions areas are severely
impacted (high risk)

» 27% of the Navy’s range missions areas are moderately
impacted (medium risk)

» 72% of the Navy’s range missions areas are minimally
impacted (minimal risk)

Threatened and endangered species, maritime sustainability,
spectrum, airspace, cultural resources, and range transients
are identified as encroachment factors on all Navy range
complexes. Noise restrictions, adjacent land use, munitions
restrictions, air quality, water quality/supply and wetlands
are also encroachment factors on some, but not all, Navy
range complexes. All mission areas were impacted to some
degree, depending on whether an encroachment factor was
present on a range complex. Spectrum encroachment had the
most widespread impact (across all mission areas on all range

Figure 3-11 Summary: Navy Range Encroachment Assessment
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complexes), followed by threatened and endangered species
and maritime sustainability. Additional encroachment
impacts in descending order are on strike warfare, anti-
surface warfare, amphibious warfare, anti-air warfare,
anti-submarine warfare, mine warfare and electronic
warfare. Specific comments from the Navy’s encroachment
assessment are included in Appendix C.

Navy Special Interest Section

General Issues

The current assessment methodology used to evaluate the
adequacy of range resources to support training missions
masks critical capability shortfalls and encroachment impacts.
To avoid losing significant NMC/severe ratings within an
aggregate roll-up of range scores, the Navy further expands
training range support limitations for the top three capability
concerns and top three encroachment challenges. Also,
broadening the SRR’s discussion to include significant
non-range training limitations enhances this comprehensive
assessment by emphasizing litigation challenges that impact
the Navy'’s ability to readily deploy combat ready forces. To
highlight significant training challenges, the Navy breaks out
training shortfalls into two categories — impacts associated to
specific training range complexes and those beyond the scope
of training range support.

Navy training range complexes differ in the type and
complexity of support they provide to fleet users in the
seven Navy mission areas assessed in SRR. The SOCAL and
VACAPES range complexes represent locations where
established range capabilities are of critical importance to
the training integration of air, surface and subsurface
warfare assets. Some range complexes have evolved into
unique service providers, offering quality training support
in specific mission areas key to one or several warfare
communities. As an example, advanced scoring and
feedback provided by the Fallon range complex provides a
degree of qualitative strike warfare training integrated
within a realistic electronic combat environment that is not
reproduced at any other Navy range complex. Furthermore,
no other Navy training range is capable of hosting a full
compliment of carrier airwing assets and personnel to
support large force exercises in a threat representative
environment. Electronic combat training at Fallon supports
the majority of naval aviation assets. However, the existing
air defense system at Fallon is not fully threat representative
and fails to replicate an integrated electronic combat
environment observed in modern day enemy air defenses.
These factors erode electronic combat readiness and result in
NMC rating in this mission area.
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Training challenges external to the requirements of this
report include Navy efforts to establish a second east coast
Outlying Landing Field (OLF) and mitigating operating
procedures developed in cooperation with the National
Marine Fisheries Service that preserve Navy’s ability to
train using active sonar. Improvements in these two areas
will make possible a better projection of issues and
situations that impinge on range training capabilities and
broader training issues.

Critical Factors — Range Capability

In general, individual range capability attributes assessed as
NMC have varying degrees of impact on training range
support to the fleet. However, three range capabilities
assessed as NMC are also identified as fleet priorities as
guided by the by the Chief of Naval Operations” (CNO)
Maritime Strategy. These range capability limitations
adversely impacts training range support to the fleet and
necessitate further expansion. For the period of this report,
the top three capability limitations are: underwater scoring
and feedback at Jacksonville and VACAPES, mine warfare
scoring and feedback at SOCAL and VACAPES, and
Electronic combat threat representations at Fallon. These
training range shortfalls compete for limited resources in
accordance with CNO priorities and guidance.

» Jacksonville and VACAPES/ASW Scoring & Feedback
(NMC)—The absence of an Under Sea Warfare Training
Range (USWTR) at either VACAPES or Jacksonville
limits an effective anti-submarine warfare (ASW)
scoring and feedback capability for Atlantic Fleet ships,
aircraft, and submarines. This limitation reduces ASW
realism, inhibits tactics development, prohibits multiple
assets from training in shallow water, reduces live fire
proficiency, and increases O&M costs. Development and
acquisition of an underwater tracking range that allows
for ASW event reconstruction and debrief remains a top
funding priority for the Navy. Without this capability,
the value of training in related warfare areas is
degraded under the Navy’s Composite Warfare
Commander (CWC) war fighting concept.

» SOCAL and VACAPES/Mine warfare Scoring and
Feedback (NMC)—An inventory deficiency in
instrumented mine targets and the lack of a scoring and
feedback capability for the Atlantic and Pacific Fleets
negatively impacts Mine Warfare (MW) training,
inhibits countermeasure tactics development, and
reduces combat proficiency.

» Fallon/Electronic Combat Threats (NMC)—The current
threat weapon system suite at Fallon fails to replicate
modern-day advanced surface-to-air threats and is
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insufficient in emulating a sophisticated integrated air
defense system (IADS). The Navy seeks to invest in
fully mobile threat systems, simulators with Time-
Space-Position Information (TSPI) integration, and
create a sophisticated IADS to ensure a realistic
electronic threat environment.

Critical Factors — Encroachment Factors

Three encroachment factors that received severe/moderate
ratings and adversely impact training range support to the
fleet are Spectrum Restrictions, Maritime Sustainability, and
Threatened Endangered Species.

» Spectrum Restrictions (Severe/Moderate)— Increased
non-military demand for use of the electromagnetic
spectrum (EMS) results in encroachment into traditional
military bands sets aside by the FCC. Additionally,
advances in military data link technology require
expanded bandwidth support that exacerbates an
already congested frequency band. In this report,
Okinawa and Japan range complexes received a severe
rating in electronic combat/spectrum assessments for
their inability to support electronic combat ranges. In
anticipation of constrained EMS support to the current
fielding of the Tactical Combat Training System,
numerous range complexes are assessed as moderate in
anti-air warfare/spectrum. Ranges such as Point Mugu,
SOCAL and VACAPES, located in electronically dense
environments, have extremely limited abilities to
support this airborne tracking system. Additionally,
range support to LINK 16 is considerably limited at
Navy Cherry Point, Fallon, Hawaii, and Jacksonville.

» Maritime Sustainability & Threatened and Endangered
Species (Severe/Moderate)—Maritime protective and
mitigation measures, regulatory requirements, and
court-directed training restrictions for marine mammal
protection all contribute to reduced training flexibility
and opportunities, segmented training, and ultimately
reduced training realism, particularly regarding
integrated warfare training. While all at-sea training is
impacted to some degree, impacts are most significant to
those training activities using mid-frequency active
(MFA) sonar. Coral and essential fish habitat
conservation and sea turtle nesting are encroachment
issues that inhibit amphibious landing operations on the
beaches in the Mariana Islands. Scrub jays, indigo
snakes and gopher tortoises contribute to training
restrictions at the Jacksonville range complex.
Threatened and endangered species require significant
mitigation efforts at San Nicolas Island (Point Mugu Sea
Range) and San Clemente Island (SOCAL). The Navy has
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developed mitigation measures to ensure the protection
of marine species and all threatened and endangered
species while balancing maritime training with national
security requirements, but the impact to realistic
training will continue.

Critical Factors—Non-range Specific

The range-centric nature of this report fails to capture
specific training challenges external to range complexes that
impact the Navy’s ability to achieve required readiness
levels. Specifically, ongoing efforts to establish an additional
mid-Atlantic Outlying Landing Field (OLF) to conduct Field
Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) and mitigation measures
implemented to fulfill Supreme Court rulings in favor of
both public and Navy interests.

» Mid-Atlantic Outlying Landing Field—Naval Auxiliary
Landing Field (NALF) Fentress is the primary FCLP
facility for carrier-based fixed-wing aircraft stationed at
NAS Oceana and NS Norfolk. The Navy requires an
expanded OLF capacity in the mid-Atlantic region to
support FCLP training requirements and operational
flexibility in support of the Fleet Response Plan. NALF
Fentress is limited operationally by urban encroachment
that affects the value of FCLP training. In addition to
providing a higher fidelity of training, the additional
field will establish an additional FCLP flight pattern that
reduces landing pattern congestion currently
experienced at the existing fields. The Navy places
equal importance on increased capacity as well as
establishment of a high quality training environment
that adequately trains carrier aviators. If adequate
solutions to the OLF issue are not found, the Navy will
continue to be challenged in the timely support of the
Fleet Response Plan.

» Maritime Mitigation Measures—Threatened and
endangered species and maritime sustainability have
moderate to severe impacts on seventeen Navy ranges
complexes, particularly on those incorporating the use
of sonar into all appropriate mission areas. These
impacts are not fully assessed by the methods developed
for this report; the challenging regulatory processes and
the litigation burdens on the training conducted on
these range complexes are underestimated.

Maritime protective and mitigation measures, regulatory
requirements, and court-directed training restrictions all
contribute to reduced training flexibility and opportunities,
segmented training, and ultimately reduced training
realism, particularly regarding integrated warfare training.
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The Navy has developed maritime protective and mitigation
measures in consultation with the National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMEFS) based on best available science to ensure the
protection of marine species while balancing maritime
training with national security requirements. In addition,
the Navy has developed programmatic range complex
documents to allow Navy to make the best possible decision
on how to train effectively while protecting marine
mammals. The Atlantic Fleet Active Sonar Training
(AFAST), Hawaii Range Complex and Southern California
(SOCAL) Range Complex Environmental Impact Statements
(EIS) are complete. The remaining Tactical Training Theater
Assessment and Planning (TAP) program including the East
Coast Undersea Warfare Training Range (USWTR)
programmatic documents are scheduled to be complete in
CY09. Over the past two years, litigation has imposed or
threatened to impose, training restrictions that severely
threaten realistic training. Despite the Navy'’s success in
concluding litigation, self-imposed training restrictions

Table 3-10 Navy Range Capability Assessment Data Analysis

developed in consultation with NMFS degrades training
realism and effectiveness to some extent.

Some NGOs questioned the sufficiency of protective and
mitigation measures and brought legal action against the Navy
for maritime training exercises, especially training using
mid-frequency active (MFA) sonar. Several lower federal court
decisions imposed additional restrictions on MFA sonar
training beyond the Navy’s maritime protective and
mitigation measures. In a strongly worded opinion, supported
by seven Justices, the U.S. Supreme Court vacated the two
restrictions the Navy challenged that had been imposed by a
district court and affirmed by the Ninth Circuit Court of
Appeals. Even though the Navy has been mostly successful in
concluding litigation that imposed training restrictions which
would severely impact realistic training scenarios, the very
real threat of future litigation continues.

The Supreme Court decision does not eliminate the need to
complete the programmatic range complex documents and to
obtain required letters of authorization under the Marine

Navy Range Capability Assessment Detail B
o 2 4 6 8 10

Range NMC PMC FMC Total Weighted Scores Total Assessment Points Weighted Average
AtanticCity L Qe S L 20 Lo IO -
Atlantic TestRange | 0 M L S S IO /33
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Boston e D 2 e 2 130 1 L3 IO 33,
JChinalake | D L L2 I ZZE N 74 . .8
JELentro e D B S I S B 839
AN e 2 8 S I 130 21 i 280
BOMEX oo D e Al B e 210N e B 331
Guantanamo L D L L2 O L L2 1000
Hawali e 2 220 3 O A0 1 S I 178
Jacksonville L. [ TR L I o 330 | e B 81
Japan 9 22 13 240 44 5.45
KeyWest ..................................... | e R e R o
Mt s | [ | g g gy
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Navy CherryPoint | 2] 2| . B 390 | 52| o 150,
NOCAL Bl B B 20| et 30 133,
Northwest |0 2| ) L 52| 188
JOknawa s 10 ST 100 s B0 | S IO 2.
PointMuguSea e D 1 S8 01 e B L 332
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VRGRES g g | g | gy

Totals 74 276 428 5,660 778 1.28
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Mammal Protection Act and biological opinions under the
Endangered Species Act. These documents will set the
mitigation measures to be observed in the future. Navy
estimates that more than 60 regulatory documents will be
needed from NMFS in CY09 under the Marine Mammal
Protection Act and Endangered Species Act to support current
and anticipated training on Navy ranges. Navy and NMFS are
working cooperatively to ensure timely completion of these
required documents, to ensure no adverse impacts or
disruptions to the Fleet Readiness Training Plan. However,
NMES has limited available staff which must support other
customers in addition to the Navy.

Detailed Navy Training Range Capability and
Encroachment Assessment Results
The following tables and figures present detailed

information on the Navy’s Training Range Capability and

Table 3-11 Navy Range Encroachment Assessment Data Analysis

Navy Range Encroachment Assessment Detail

Atlantic City

o

Totals 12 226 591

Total Weighted Scores
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Encroachment Assessments. The first set of tables detail the
methodology used for determining the weighted averages
that make-up an individual range capability and
encroachment score. This information is shown for all the
Navy ranges assessed. The set of figures that follow provide
assessment detail at the range level specific to mission areas
and capability attributes and encroachment factors.

Navy Training Range Summary Capability and
Encroachment Assessment Results

The results of the Navy’s overall range capability and
encroachment assessments, based on data received from 22
Ranges/Range Complexes, are presented side-by-side in
Table 3-12.

Total Assessment Points Weighted Average
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Navy Range: Atlantic City
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Atlantic Test Range

Capability Data

Encroachment Data
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: AUTEC
Capability Data Encroachm
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Boston
Capability Data Encroachm

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Encroachment Factors
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: China Lake
Capability Data Encroachm
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: El Centro

Encroachm
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Fallon
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Gomex
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Guantanamo
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Hawaii
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Jacksonville
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Japan
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Key West
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Mariana Islands
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Narragansett Bay
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Navy Cherry Point
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: NOCAL
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Northwest
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Okinawa
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: Point Mugu Sea
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: SOCAL
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Figure 3-12 Navy Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Navy Range: VACAPES
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Range Name

Atlantic City

Atlantic Test
Range

AUTEC

Boston

China Lake

El Centro

Fallon

Gomex

Guantanamo

Capability Score

|

oI

Table 3-12 Navy Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison

Encroachment Score

N
=
o -
oo
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Range Name

Hawaii

Jacksonville

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Table 3-12 Navy Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison (Continued)

Capability Score

0 4 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

Encroachment Score

10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

Mariana Island

NOCAL

Northwest

May 2009

0 2 4 6 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
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Table 3-12 Navy Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison (Continued)

Range Name : Capability Score Encroachment Score

Okinawa

Pt Mugu Sea
Range

SOCAL

VACAPES
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3.2.4 Air Force

Air Force Training Range Capability
Assessment Results
» The results of the Air Force’s overall range capability
assessment are:

» Air Force overall Capability Score = 8.52

» 4% of the Air Force’s Range Mission Areas are
assessed as NMC

» 22% of the Air Force’s Range Mission Areas are
assessed as PMC

» 74% of the Air Force’s Range Mission Areas are assessed
as FMC

Shortfalls were identified in the Threats, Small Arms Range,
MOUT Facilities, Suite of Ranges, Targets, Infrastructure,
and Range Support capability attributes. All 13 Air Force
mission areas are impacted. Impacted ranges with a score
lower than the Air Force’s overall score of 8.52 include: Tori
Shima, Siegenburg, Polygone, Cannon, Claiborne, Falcon,
Edwards (Test Range), Pilsung, Blair Lakes, Oklahoma,
Adirondack, Shelby, Holloman, NTTR, Airburst, McMullen,
and Eglin Range. Specific comments from the Air Force
range capability assessment are included in Appendix C.

Air Force Training Range Encroachment

Impact Assessment Results

The results of the Air Force’s overall range encroachment
assessment are:

» Air Force’s overall Encroachment Score = 9.07

» 1% of the Air Force’s Range Mission Areas are severely
impacted (High risk)

Figure 3-13 Summary: Air Force Range Capability Assessment

% Distribution of R/Y/G Data

22% 4%

Overall Capability Score

Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

» 17% of the Air Force’s Range Mission Areas are
moderately impacted (Medium risk)

» 82% of the Air Force’s Range Mission Areas are
minimally impacted (Minimal risk)

Encroachment factors contributing constraints were identified
as: Air Quality, Wetlands, Adjacent Land Use, T&E Species
and Critical Habitat. All 13 Air Force mission areas are
impacted. Impacted ranges with a score less than the overall
Air Force score of 9.07 include: Polygone, Siegenburg, and
Tori Shima. Specific comments from the Air Force Range
encroachment assessment are included in Appendix C.

Air Force Service Special Interest Section
General Issues

Clean Air Act Conformity Challenges

The Air Force is working to meet challenges in the timeline
for new and replacement military readiness activities to
comply with Clean Air Act (CAA) § 176(c) General
Conformity requirements.

Under CAA § 176(c), Conformity with the state Implementation
Plan (SIP) is required before any part of a federal action with
affected emissions proceeds in a nonattainment area.
Normally, for actions with emissions above de minimis levels,
the military Services demonstrate conformity by relying on
measures within, or related to, an EPA-approved SIP.
Significant new or modified military readiness activities—
BRAC realignments, new weapon system beddowns, new
missions, major operating space changes, .etc—that need to
occur in areas recently designated nonattainment by EPA
could be adversely impacted by the prohibitions of CAA
section 176(c) due to a SIP gap problem. The SIP gap refers to
the period of years (at least two) between the time general
conformity prohibitions apply, which by statute is one year

Figure 3-14 Summary: Air Force Range Encroachment Assessment

% Distribution of R/Y/G Data
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82%

Overall Encroachment Score
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after an area’s nonattainment designation, and the time that
the SIP for such area must be submitted by the state to EPA
(within 3 years of designation by statute), plus the time it
takes EPA to issue approval (up to an additional eighteen
months by statute).

For example, Clark County Nevada’s nonattainment designation
for the 1997 8-hour Ozone standard became effective on

15 June 2004; the general conformity requirements for actions
with ozone precursors (nitrogen oxides [NOx]| and volatile
organic compounds [VOCs]) at Nellis AFB, NV, became effective
on 15 June 2005. However, Clark County’s Ozone SIP was not
due to be submitted until 15 June 2007, and EPA was not
required to issue its approval until 15 December 2008.
Furthermore, due to successful litigation challenging EPA’s
implementation rule for the 1997 Ozone Standard, no firm
deadline has been established for Clark County’s SIP, yet.

The SIP deadline will likely not be sooner than the Spring of
2010, meaning EPA’s approval may not occur until mid- to

late- 2011. This SIP gap problem in Nevada has already resulted
in approximately six months of delay in the publication of the
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for the
implementation of the beddown of the F-35 Force Development
Evaluation and Weapons School (F-35 FDE & WS) at Nellis AFB.
The action could be delayed another two years, or more,
assuming an approved SIP remains the only viable method for
demonstrating positive general conformity.

The Air Force anticipates a similar problem down the road
for replacement of F-16s at Luke AFB located in Maricopa
County Arizona. The General Conformity requirement for
the new Ozone standard will take effect in Maricopa County
about 2 months before the EIS/ROD needs to be signed for
AF'’s follow-on CTOL PTC; the AF will not be able to
demonstrate that emissions from 168 F-35’s conform to a SIP
for that new standard at that time.

Using data provided by the Air Force, the Maricopa
Association of Governments (MAG) compared projected
future emissions from 26 F-16s and 168 F-35s to emissions
from the 208 F-16s in the County’s 2005 emissions inventory,

and determined that Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) emissions would
be 150% higher in 2025 compared to 2005. This means the
Air Force will be required to make a general conformity
determination to replace 194 F-16s with 168 F-35s.

The MAG is willing to help the Air Force meet its general
conformity requirements by including these future emissions
into both the budget for the maintenance plan for the existing
Ozone standard® as well as for the SIP required for the new
standard’. Despite MAG's cooperation, the SIP gap timing
problem is currently expected to interfere with the Air Force’s
ability to choose to sign a ROD for that size action at Luke
AFB when it needs to in June 2011. The expected difficulty is
that MAG’s maintenance plan for the existing 8-hour Ozone
standard may not be approved by EPA until August 2011.

In addition, it is expected that general conformity
requirements for the new 8-hour standard will be applicable,
but the required SIP will still be under development and not
required to be submitted to EPA for 2 more years. The MAG
will not be legally required to submit a SIP for the new Ozone
standard until March 2013—a gap of 2 full years after the
General Conformity requirement’s applicability to federal
actions. In addition, it will take some additional time for EPA
to determine whether to approve the SIP.

Detailed Air Force Training Range Capability and
Encroachment Assessment Results

The following tables and figures present detailed information
on the Air Force’s Training Range Capability and
Encroachment Assessments. The first set of tables detail the
methodology used for determining the weighted averages that
make-up an individual range capability and encroachment
score. This information is shown for all the Air Force ranges
assessed. The set of figures that follow provide assessment
detail at the range level specific to mission areas and
capability attributes and encroachment factors.

8 The draft maintenance plan for the 0.08 parts per million Ozone standard is projected to be released for public review in mid-December 2008, scheduled for a public hearing in mid-

January 2009, and expected to be submitted to the MAG Regional Council for approval by the end of February 2009. EPA has estimated that it may take as long as eighteen months,

from the date it receives the plan, for it to approve it.

©

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) faced a similar issue — project in Maricopa County, AZ caught in transition between an approved maintenance plan under the

old 1-hour Ozone Standard to a nonattainment SIP under the existing 8-hour Ozone Standard — with Transwestern Pipeline Company’s application to expand its natural gas

transmission pipeline in Arizona and New Mexico. For that project, the maintenance plan under the 1-hour Standard had been previously approved, but revoked by the (then)

new 8-hour standard. The SIP for the 8-hour standard included the emissions from the project and had been submitted to EPA, but it had not yet been approved when the

project’s construction needed to proceed. The situation facing the JSF beddown at Luke is projected to be a maintenance plan submitted to EPA but not yet approved (August

2011) for the current 8-hour standard, that may (or may not) be revoked anyway, and a SIP for the new, applicable 8-hour standard that will still be under development and not

required to be submitted to EPA for 2 more years.
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Air Force Training Range Summary Capability and
Encroachment Assessment Results

The results of the Air Force’s overall range capability

and encroachment assessments, based on data received from
35 Ranges/Range Complex are presented side-by-side in
Table 3-15.

The data collection for the following tables took place in
April of 2008. Since that time, we have encountered CAA
conformity challenges at Nevada Test and Training Range
(NTTR). For that reason, the NTTR air quality scores have
been updated, while the rest of the tables retain the original
date. A complete discussion of this issue can be found in the
Air Force Special Interest Section.
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Table 3-13 Air Force Range Capability Assessment Data Analysis

Air Force Range Capability Assessment Detail _

Range NMC PMC Total Weighted Scores : Total Assessment Points | Weighted Average
Adirondack 6
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Table 3-14 Air Force Range Encroachment Assessment Data Analysis

Air Force Range Encroachment Assessment Detail

Adirondack

o Lo

Totals 29

Total Weighted Scores Total Assessment Points Weighted Average

24,085 2,652
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail

Air Force Range: Adirondack
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Airburst
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Atterbury
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Avon Park
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Blair Lakes
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Barry M. Goldwater Range-East Complex

Capability Data Encroachment Data

Mission Capability Attributes Mission Areas Encroachment Factors

Areas

Strategic Attack Strategic Attack
Conterar | @@ || oo o 00 @ fuear 1O/ OO O 00O | O
Counterspace ERSOtuT ot SvrnORRUTY ISUORURON AN U RO ISR POV AU U OO RO (SO Ao
Counterland . . . . . . Sl I I . ................
Countersea !
U ................................................................................ : Information
Information : Operations
.. Operatlons .............................................................................. Electronic Combat
Electronic : Support
Contarsugport (@ @] || bt I O 0 O O O v s
Command and © Control
Control o0 Aermp ................
Aidrop (@@ ]! 00000000 o
AirRefueling | (@) 1Ll ® ..
Spacelift
Special . . . . . .
Operations : )
|” ..................................................................................... ¢ Intelligence,
ntelligence, © Surveillance, and
Surveillance, and | @ | @ [ © Reconnaissance
Reconnaissance :
Legend FMC @ PMC NMC @ i Legend Minimal @ Moderate Severe @

Summary Percent Distribution

Overall Encroachment Score

Summary Observations Summary Observations

» Better Fidelity MOUT Facilities Needed » Cultural Resources and Range Transients
» While not a Core Competency of the Range, Supporting SPECOPS and like :» Counterland
Training is the Most Affected Training Area on the BMGR :

May 2009 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report | 99



Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Bollen
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Cannon
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Claiborne
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Dare County
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Edwards Test Range
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Edwards Training Range
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Eglin
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Falcon
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Grand Bay
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Grayling
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Hardwood
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Holloman
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Jefferson
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: McMullen
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Melrose
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Mountain Home
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Nevada Test and Training Range
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Oklahoma
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Pilsung
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Poinsett
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Polygone
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Razorback
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Shelby Gulfport
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Chapter 3: Adequacy of Existing Range Resources to Meet Training Requirements

Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Siegenburg
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Smokey Hill
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Tori Shima
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Townsend
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Utah Test and Training Range
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Figure 3-15 Air Force Capability and Encroachment Assessment Detail (Continued)

Air Force Range: Yukon
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Range Name

Adirondack

Airburst

Avon Park

Blair Lakes

Barry M. Goldwater
Range—East
Complex

Cannon

Claiborne
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Capability Score
(ranked from lowest to highest)

oI

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10
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Table 3-15 Air Force Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison

Encroachment Score

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10
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Range Name

Dare County

Edwards
(Test Range)

Edwards
(Training Range)

Falcon

Hardwood

Holloman
(Oscura, Red Rio
and Centennial)

Capability Score

(ranked from lowest to highest)

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

_
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Table 3-15 Air Force Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison (Continued)

Capability Score

. E hment
(ranked from lowest to highest) (RIS

Range Name

I
!
I

Jefferson
I T T T T T T T T T 1 I T T T T T
2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4
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el N N —

(NTTR)

r T T T T T T T T T 1 [ T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1 r T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

r T T T T T T T T T 1 T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
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Table 3-15 Air Force Range Capability and Encroachment Assessment Comparison (Continued)

Range Name

Razorback

Tori Shima

Townsend

Utah Test and
Training Range

Yukon

Capability Score
(ranked from lowest to highest)

oo

T T T T T T T T T T 1
2 4 6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10

Encroachment Score

T T T T T T T T T T 1
6 8 10

T T T T T T T T T T 1

0 2 4 6 8 10
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3.3 Summary and Conclusion

With the establishment of this baseline data, it is expected
that DoD and Services will be able to systematically evaluate
the status of training ranges in a consistent and reliable
manner that is comparable over time to enhance informed
decision making. Decision makers, planners, and analysts can
use the capabilities and encroachment data to develop
strategies to mitigate range and training area shortfalls, bring
required capabilities to standards, and address negative
impacts from encroachment. These benefits will aid in

improving range sustainment plans and investment priorities.

The ability to see data in a common framework across Service
mission areas will allow the OSD and the Services to analyze
range data in a number of ways, at various levels, which will
aid in the identification of trends and the assessment of the
sustainability of ranges. The DoD will continue to provide
necessary guidance to improve assessment methods, data
quality, and reliability, and exercise its oversight
responsibilities to ensure ranges and operational areas meet
the Department’s training requirements.
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NDAA Section 366(a)(1) requires DoD to develop a comprehensive training range sustainment
plan. In response, DoD has established a comprehensive range planning and management
program under its Sustainable Ranges Initiative (SRI).

The SRI is a multi-faceted program that has reorganized the
way that the Department identifies and responds to
increasing constraints on realistic training. The program
focuses more directly on the training, policy, people and
resource needs by employing the concept of sustainability as
a guiding principle. DoD reinvigorated existing relationships
and initiated new partnering and outreach efforts with a
wide array of stakeholders in a collaborative fashion,
including: communities surrounding our ranges and
installations, state and federal regulatory, planning, and
infrastructure agencies, and non—governmental organizations
(NGOs). DoD also sought limited relief from Congress in a
package of focused legislative and regulatory initiatives
included in fiscal year defense authorization proposals.

The SRI provides a flexible and adaptive planning
framework that guides continuing, cooperative and
coordinated range sustainment efforts between DoD and
the Services as well as mechanisms that facilitate
interaction with local, state and other federal agencies and
NGOs. The program includes an array of policy,
organizational, programming, outreach, legislative and
related efforts to address near-term training requirements
and long-term sustainability of the supporting ranges and
installations. This broad-based framework supports:

» Individual and joint range requirements and needs of
DoD and the Services

» Identification of Service-specific and DoD-wide
encroachment and range sustainability issues

May 2009

» Evaluation of the availability, accessibility, and usability
of existing range resources

» Development of overarching program goals, articulation
of the actions and activities necessary to achieve them,
and the establishment of milestones to validate progress

» Initiation of legislative, regulatory and outreach
program activities as required.

This chapter of the FY09 Sustainable Ranges Report
addresses FY03 NDAA Sections 366(a)(4)(c) and FY04 320(a)
(2-3) requirements to report on such initiatives.

4.1 Management Structure

DoD and the Services have key roles to play in the
implementing the SRI in order to create a comprehensive
approach to training range sustainability. Those roles,
framed in large part by the requirements of Title X, are
described in Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.

411 Department of Defense

The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and
Readiness (OUSD [P&R]) has lead responsibility for developing
and overseeing implementation of DoD’s comprehensive
training range sustainment plan. To ensure consideration of the
full spectrum of readiness issues, OUSD(P&R) works with the
SROC. The SROC is the decision-making body and advisory
board for matters pertaining to readiness. Its responsibilities
include reviewing range sustainment policies and issues,
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overseeing readiness-related activities, providing
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense on readiness
policy matters, and providing reports on current and projected
readiness issues.®

The Sustainable Ranges IPT reports to the SROC on range
sustainment issues. This IPT operates on two levels. The
OIPT acts as the coordination forum for the development of
range sustainment strategies. The WIPT, co-chaired by the
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
Readiness (DUSD[R]), the Office of the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense for Installations and Environment
(DUSD [I&E]), and the Office of the Director, Operational
Test and Evaluation (DOT&E), meets regularly and reports to
the OIPT. Both the OIPT and the WIPT work collaboratively
with other DoD and Service organizations on range
sustainability issues.

4.1.2 The Military Services

While the establishment of fundamental training policy
and oversight of DoD-wide training range sustainment
activities is the responsibility of OUSD(P&R), the Services
implement most SRI initiatives. Each Service has one or
more headquarters-level offices responsible for overseeing
the development and operational implementation of
Service-specific range sustainment policies and programs.
Table 4-5 Offices Responsible for Training Ranges within
OSD and the Military Departments lists the responsible DoD
and Service offices.

4.2 Goals, Actions, and Milestones

In 2005, the DoD Sustainable Ranges WIPT established an
initial set of shared goals and milestones in four areas which
guide preliminary range sustainability activities through
FY2011. A common framework of goals and their related
milestones enables DoD and the Services to make
meaningful comparisons and measurements of past
performance and progress towards achieving their training
and range sustainability objectives. In developing the
DoD-wide framework, programmatic guidance and DoD
Directives (DoDD) (e.g., DoDD 3200.15, Sustainment of
Ranges and Operating Areas) were used to derive the goals
and milestones for use across the Services.” The four critical
range sustainment areas are as follows:

» Modernization and Investment

» Operations and Maintenance

»  Environment

» Encroachment.

DoD and the Services have identified a number of activities
to be undertaken in the 2008-2011 timeframe in pursuit of
the milestones aligned with the goals in each area.
Programmatic goals and milestones are reviewed and
updated as necessary to ensure the SRI continues to
effectively address training requirements, as well as
constrains or limitations on the use of ranges that may arise
in the future. The structure of the areas, goals and
milestones and the current status of supporting DoD and
Service activities are shown in Tables 4-1 through 4-4.

8 Guidance for Fiscal Years 2006-2011 Sustainable Ranges Programs, memorandum from the Under Secretary of Defense for Personnel and Readiness, 26 June 2003.

9 Department of Defense Directive 5149.02, Senior Readiness Oversight Council, 23 July 2002.
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4.2.1 Modernization and Investment

Table 4-1 Modernization and Investment Actions and Milestones

Goal—Modernize range facilities to sustain range operations in accordance with OSD and Service training transformation strategies by

resourcing advanced instrumentation and other infrastructure.

Milestones

0SD and U.S. Joint Forces
Command (JSFCOM) establish
global JNTC infrastructure
requirements

As part of the JNTC concept, site
and systems will be required to
create a realistic joint environment
for training/mission rehearsals

of joint tasks. These sites and
systems will require certification
of their capability to support their
joint training role. Certification
of sites and systems will be event
independent and ensure the
technical infrastructure is capable
of supporting the selected event
with the evolving standards and
architectures.

Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

Army
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

Marine Corps
The Marine Air Warfare Training Squadron One at Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona has been certified and accredited.

Update—MAWTS-1/MCAS Yuma and MCAGCC Twentynine Palms have been accredited and certified. MCMWTC has been
accredited; certification is pending.

Navy
Accreditation and certification goals have been achieved.

Update—Status has changed from 2008 report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

0SD, USJFCOM and Services
establish JNTC technical
standards to ensure future
interoperability between JNTC
systems.

Office of the Deputy Under
Secretary of Defense (Readiness)
has initiated an effort to develop
a set of Open Net-Centric
Interoperability Standards for Test
and Training (ONISTT). This effort
has laid the standards framework
and is currently pursuing the
air-to-air piece. In the meantime,
a Testand Training Enabling
Architecture is being pursued as

a middleware solution to enable
range interoperability for existing
systems. A DoD Training Community
of Interest has been chartered to,
among other things, be the umbrella
point of contact for Service
Oriented Architecture efforts
involving the training community.

Army
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

Marine Corps
Continued conducting JNTC-sponsored RDT&E on certain legacy range systems with the Test and Training Enabling
Architecture, and will participate in the TCTS.

Update—~Continued conducting JNTC-sponsored RDT&E on certain legacy range systems to ensure compatibility with Test
and Training Enabling Architecture, and will participate in TCTS.

Navy

Navy is supporting ONISTT goals and objectives to develop a net-centric approach to interoperability and standards through
the funded Tactical Combat Training System (TCTS), which is interoperable with the U.S. Air Force (USAF) P5 Combat Training
System. TCTS is the training instrumentation system used to establish the ONISTT use-case.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.
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Table 4-1 Modernization and Investment Actions and Milestones (continued)

Milestones

Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

Services continue to develop and
annually update Service Range
Complex Plans

Although at different stages

of maturity, all the Services

are actively working on
development and implementation of
standardized plans.

Army

Army developed a standardized, automated RCMP tool. The first format test was completed in 2006.

Update—Installations have started using the Range Complex Master Plan Tool to initiate an integrated decision making
process for sustainable range planning. The Army is continuing to refine the RCMP Tool.

Marine Corps
Marine Corps previously reported it was working towards completion of its sixth RCMP with two additional RCMPs awaiting funding.

Update—RCMPs for all Marine Corps operational range complexes have been completed or are in progress. A regional RCMP
for the Southern California / Southwest Region has been funded and should be published in FY10.

Navy
Navy completed all 16 RCMPs in 2008. The first scheduled update is in 2009.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

Services identify and document
management processes for
determining range requirements

Army
AR 350-19 serves as the Army’s formal policy guidance for range modernization.

Update—No change from last report.

Marine Corps
Marine Corps previously reported the 2006 creation of the Marine Corps Training Ranges RCD. The RCD defines required capabilities
that will allow Marine Corps training ranges to support the training for mission essential taskings over a 10-year planning horizon.

Update—The Marine Corps Training Range Required Capabilities Document has been formalized as an official Marine Corps
Reference Publication, and remains the Marine Corps’ validated range, training area, and airspace requirements document.

Navy
Navy has established a Range Sustainment Program and made organizational changes to better assess and manage Navy ranges.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

0SD and Services develop
requirements for a web-based
library of best practices

Army

Army has developed the SRPWeb Portal, which is a single entry point for Army SRP information, tools, and capabilities
related to SRP activities and management. The SRPWeb Portal is a tool for outreach, integrated management, and facilitates
information exchange.

Update—The Army is continuing to refine the Web portal to keep pace with the Sustainable Range Program user needs and
requirements.

Marine Corps
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy
Navy maintains the Joint Services Pollution Prevention and Sustainability Technical Library which contains guidance
documents and links to Navy, DoD, and other Service range management and sustainability information.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.
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4.2.2 Operations and Maintenance
Table 4-2 Operations and Maintenance Actions and Milestones

Goal—Resource for standardized land management structure and operations that mitigates encroachment and provides for range
sustainment. Maximizes and sustains the availability of military range infrastructure and land assets.

Milestones Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

0SD and Services conduct at least six | Complete/Ongoing
WIPT meetings and report to SROC. 0SD and the Services representatives participate in regularly scheduled Sustainable Ranges WIPT meetings. Meeting results
are reported to OIPT.

Services ensure that plans for new Complete/Ongoing

ranges consider the entire life cycle. | Service range management programs ensure new range sustainability by implementation of life cycle management approaches.
Services brief WIPT on range Complete/Ongoing

sustainment funding. Range sustainment funding is a regular topic at WIPT meetings.

Update—Service range sustainment funding data is provided in Section 4.4 of this Report to Congress.

DoD begins to develop 0sD
requirements for career program. The DoD Defense Acquisition University has developed a set of courses within Acquisition Management specifically aimed
at elements of the professional RDT&E range workforce.

Update—No changes from last report.

Army
Army completed its eight-module Range Officer Professional Development Program to support the Range Officer career track.

Update—?5 of the 9 Range Officers Professional Development Course Phases have been completed. The phases are a
structured approach to professional education that incorporates interactive distance-learning as well as resident learning.

Marine Corps
Marine Corps has taken steps to include standardizing manning and training towards career development of range professionals.

Update—The Marine Corps has completed a Front End Analysis supporting a range career professional program, and has
fielded two associated resident courses of instruction. Career progression modules are being developed.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

0SD and Services continue to 0sD
develop range clearance policy. Operational Range Clearance, DoDI 3200.16 developed and approved June 13, 2005

Update—No changes from last report.

Army
Developed policy to address clearance of operational ranges (AR 350-19). Range clearance is conducted to allow safe
access to ranges and preclude accumulation of munitions and debris (Section 4-12, AR 350-19).

Update—This action is complete.

Marine Corps:
Marine Corps has completed the study, U.S. Marine Corps Operational Range Clearance and Processing Plan, and is
developing a Marine Corps range clearance order.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy
Accreditation and certification goals have been acheived.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force

Air Force has a rigorous range clearance policy in place, as described in Air Force Instruction 13-212, Volume 1. This policy
requires that Air Force Major Command (MAJCOM) Range Offices safely clear UXO from ranges consistent with the
stated mission and for continuing range viability.

Update—No changes from last report.
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4.2.3 Environmental
Table 4-3 Environmental Actions and Milestones

Goal—Focus the environment management systems to fully support sustained access to ranges.

Milestones Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone
Services continue to assess 0sD
off-range migration of Established Range Assessment Policy (DoDI, 4715.14); monitoring Service range assessment progress and status.

munitions constituents. Update—No changes from last report.

Army

Army’s Operational Range Assessments will be conducted in two phases: Phase | (FY05— FY09) and, where required, Phase I,
(starting FY2010). Phase | assessments use existing information and site visits to develop an understanding of the potential for
munitions constituents to move off range and present an unacceptable risk to surrounding communities and the environment. Ranges
placed in the “Inconclusive” category during the Phase | assessment will require a Phase Il quantitative assessment.

Update—One hundred and thirty-one installation reports, representing 3,052 ranges, have been or will be completed during
FY2009. A total of 11,629 Army ranges will have been assessed by the end of FY2009.

Marine Corps
Conducted 8 site visits between FY2004 and FY2006, and has initiated associated analysis and modeling.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy

The Navy has completed all 19 range assessments under the Range Sustainability Environmental Program Assessment (RSEPA).
Eleven assessments have been completed for training range complexes, four for Test and Evaluation (T&E) range complexes, and
four for major range and test facility base (MRTFB) sites.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
In March 2006, Air Force signed-out guidance for the execution and implementation of munitions constituent migration
assessments at operational test and training ranges.

Update— Presently, all Tier | Operational Ranges owned and operated by Air Force have been assessed; Tier Il and Tier Il range
assessments are going with completion timelines of FY2010 and FY2012 respectively.

Services conduct required Army
remediation. Army is currently conducting remediation activities at the Massachusetts Military Reservation.

Update—No changes from last report.

Marine Corps

To date, Marine Corps range assessments do not show off-range migration of munitions constituents that pose an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment. All operational ranges will be reassessed at a minimum of every five years once the initial
baseline assessment is complete.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy
Navy range assessments continue to show no off-range migration of munitions constituents that present an unacceptable risk to
human health or to the environment.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area.

Update—No changes from last report.
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Table 4-3 Environmental Actions and Milestones (continued)

Milestones

Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

Services complete more than
80% of required reviews and
updates of Integrated Natural
Resource Management Plans
(INRMP) and Integrated
Cultural Resource Management
Plans (ICRMP).

Services brief the WIPT on
selected RDT&E projects.

Army

Army has completed 169 out of 172 required INRMPs. The total number of required Army INRMPs was reduced from 177 to 172
due to the consolidation of 5 Hawaiian training areas into 1 INRMP for reporting purposes. The Army has completed 133 out of
143 required ICRMPs.

Update—No changes from last report.

Marine Corps
Marine Corps previously reported completion of 16 of 17 required INRMPs, and 12 ICRMPs.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy

Navy has completed 23 of 79 INRMPs and 23 of 74 ICRMPs. Navy conducts annual reviews to keep ICRMPs and INRMPs current
and updates them as necessary. Navy also continuously evaluates the need for additional ICRMPs and INRMPs and updates
requirements as necessary.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force

Air Force has developed and implemented INRMPs on all installations (including ranges) that possess significant natural resources
IAW the Sikes Act. Of those installations, 69 of 95 (73%) have current (in last 5 years) signature of tripartite members. Likewise,
Air Force has current ICRMPs on 81 of 118 (69%) installations.

Update—No changes from last report.

Complete/Ongoing
Discussion of range-related RDT&E projects regularly occurs at WIPT meetings.

Services brief the WIPT on SRI
related RDT&E projects

» Discussion of range-related RDT&E projects regularly occurs at WIPT meetings.
» 0SD and Service range sustainment requirements are actively addressed as part of ongoing SERDP and ESTCP programs, and
progress updates are regularly provided to the WIPT
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4.2.4 Encroachment

Table 4-4 Encroachment Actions and Milestones

Goal—Maximize the accessibility of DoD ranges by minimizing restrictions brought about by encroachment factors, implement
sustainment outreach efforts that will improve public understanding of DoD requirements for training and testing, and support

Milestones

0SD and Services
coordinate
encroachment
quantification efforts.

0SD to report annually
on encroachment
quantification
developments in
Sustainable

Ranges Report.

coalition-building and partnering on range sustainment issues important to DoD readiness.

Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

0SD
2008 Report delivered

Army

The Installation Status Report (ISR)-Infrastructure provides facility-level ratings for each range and its supporting infrastructure to include
ratings from related encroachment criteria as well as improvement costs. The Encroachment Condition Module is an objective, centralized
GIS database that quantifies encroachment on Army training lands and ranges. Data has been collected and finalized for 44 installations.
ISR-Natural Infrastructure provides an analysis of the capability of natural infrastructure to support mission requirements at the base,
region, and HQDA level. ISR-NI ties range capability to encroachment factors.

Update—The Army is continuing its efforts to refine and enhance its assessment tools.

Marine Corps

Marine Corps previously reported its Training Range Encroachment Information System Tool (TREIS-T) was entering proof-of-concept
phase. The TREIS-T is designed to automate range and training capability analyses, and interface with and provide capabilities
assessment data to the Marine Corps’ Range and Training Area Management System and the RCMPs.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy

Navy completed initial development of a encroachment database to include issues identified by installations, ranges, and regions identified in
Encroachment Action Plans (EAPs), as well as Commander, Fleet Forces Command, and Commander, Pacific Fleet through the Tactical Training
Theater Assessment and Planning (TAP) program. The database will serve as a regularly updated source of information used to identify
encroachment and capability issues, validate program funding requests, and to prepare reports for senior leadership.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force

The Air Force Natural Infrastructure Management concept continues to evolve. One portion of this effort is the Natural Infrastructure
Assessment (NIA) Process to evaluate the availability or lack of availability of the Natural Infrastructure (NI) needed to support current
and future mission requirements at our major installations and ranges. This assessment includes quantifying mission impacts caused
by encroachment. This process will assist commanders in identifying and prioritizing initiatives to address mission inefficiencies and
encroachment, and leverage excess capacities to extract military value.

Update—No changes from last report.
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Table 4-4 Encroachment Actions and Milestones (continued)

Milestones Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone
0SD and Services 0sD
continue to identify 0SD continues to update its REPI program guidance in coordination with the services. OSD also reports annually on the REPI program to

candidate locations for | Congress through a separate REPI Annual Report.
buffer initiatives and | ypgate—2009 REP! finalized.

execute agreements
subject to funding Army

limits ‘_0 supportrange | Army had 16 approved Army Compatible Use Buffers (ACUBs) in 2006. The Army had an additional 50% increase in the number of
operations. approved ACUBs in 2007.

Update—The Army has 29 approved ACUBs, three are 100% complete and 26 are in progress.

Marine Corps
Published the Marine Corps Installation Commanders’ Guide to Encroachment Partnering in 2006 to assist planning and execution per 10
USC 26844, as amended, authority.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy
Navy previously reported issuing Chief of Naval Operations Instruction 11010.40, establishing the Navy's Encroachment Partnering Program.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
Air Force previously reported submitting projects to DUSD(I&E) for funding under REPI.

Update—No changes from last report.

0SD to develop 0SD

Service-wide range Currently, 0SD maintains a Service-wide inventory of ranges and installations using GIS, which is provided in list and map format in the
inventory and appendices of this report. DoD's Range Use Standardization Working Group's Range GIS Sub-Group provides guidance and recommendations
database using to ensure Service-level GIS programs support sharing and access to range GIS data to facilitate cross-Service range use.

Geographic Information | \y,4ate—No changes from last report.
System (GIS).
Army

Army is updating its operational range data layers (Operational Range Inventory Sustainment) and storing this GIS data on a central
server/repository under the Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation Management (QACSIM).

Update—No changes from last report.

Marine Corps
The Marine Corps maintains its inventory of ranges and installations using GIS, which is available on the Range and Training Area
Management System (RTAMS).

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy

The Navy utilizes geo-based systems to support the sustainability and operations all of its ranges: sea, land, and air. They vary in function
from data warehousing and map publishing, to visualization and modeling, to geographic characteristics of the range itself, or the
activities that feature in and around it.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.

0SD and Services Completed/Ongoing. OSD and the Services continue to participate in national and regional meetings with key sustainable ranges stakeholders.
participate in at least
two national or regional
meetings with key
stakeholders on range
sustainability issues.

Update—OSD and Service personnel continue engaging stakeholders through multiple forums, including:

» The biannual Range Sustainment conference, which invites DoD and non-DoD stakeholders from the range sustainment field, was last
held in Orlando in July 2007; the next conference will be in Phoenix in August 2009.

» The Joint Services Environmental Management Conference

» The Environmental Council of the States

» The Southeast Regional Partnership for Planning and Sustainability (SERPPAS)

» The Western Regional Partnership (WRP)
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Table 4-4 Encroachment Actions and Milestones (continued)

Milestones

Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

Conduct periodic
updates to Air
Installations
Compatible Use Zones
(AICUZ) and Range
Air Installations
Compatible Use Zones
(RAICUZ) studies.

Issue Outreach Policy

Army

Army does not use AICUZ or RAICUZ to manage noise. The Blast Noise Model is one tool used by the Army to support testing and training
operations. Another tool used by the Army is the Small Arms Range Noise Assessment Model, a software program that provides the
capability to calculate and display noise level contours for firing operations on small arms ranges. The noise module of the Range Manager's
Tool Kit, an automated tool developed by the Army and Marine Corps to quickly display the noise impacts associated with live fire training,
enables range officers to assess noise impacts on a day-to-day basis. Operational Noise Management Plans are also used by many Army
installations to manage noise and its impacts on testing and training.

Update—The Army is continuing its efforts to assess noise at its installations and mitigate impacts to the training mission..

Marine Corps

Completed a Noise Management Program Review in 2006. Marine Corps installation AICUZ and RAICUZ studies planned and executed per
OPNAVINST 11010.36 and 3550.1 respectively. AICUZ program studies at MCB Hawaii Kaneohe Bay were completed in FY2006. The RAICUZ
program studies at MCB Quantico were completed in FY2006 and MCB Camp Pendleton in FYO07.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy

Navy AICUZ and RAICUZ studies are planned and executed according to OPNAVINSTs 11010.36B and 3550.1A respectively. Navy has
recently completed all RAICUZ studies for its range complexes. Navy is finalizing updated AICUZ's at NAS North Island, Pensacola,
Patuxent River, Corpus Christi, and NAF EI Centro. All Navy air installations and outlying landing fields have a current AICUZ.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
Air Force previously identified the AICUZ program as the backbone of Air Force encroachment prevention efforts, and the initiation of
development and implementation of RAICUZ program elements.

Update—No changes from last report.

Army

Complete. The Army developed its Sustainable Range Program Outreach Policy and Communications Plan in 2003. The plan provides policy
guidance and tools that assist installations in effectively communicating live training requirements and encroachment challenges. Its two
main components are the “Core Messages” and Training Support Package.

Update—The Army enhanced the Qutreach Policy and Communications Plan in 2008, by developing a supplemental SRP Outreach
Guidance document and Outreach training module for the installations. The guidance and training will be distributed to the installations
and made available on the SRPWeb Portal in mid FY09..

Marine Corps

Published the Marine Corps Community Plans and Liaison Office (CPLO) Campaign Plan in 2005. It remains the source document for
proactive engagement and outreach strategy. Marine Corps Installations East CPLO conducted a workshop in October 2006 to coordinate
regional issues in promoting Marine Corps installations operational capabilities while balancing the concerns and needs of neighboring
communities and governmental and non-governmental stakeholders.

Update—No changes from last report.

Navy
Navy RCMPs incorporate an ongoing proactive engagement/outreach strategy conveying the Navy’s environmental stewardship initiatives
in balance with the need to train at its ranges as part of the TAP program.

Update—No changes from last report.

Air Force
No actions cited in this area

Update—No changes from last report.
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Table 4-5 Responsible Training Range Offices within 0SD and the Military Departments

Milestones : Actions Taken to Achieve the Milestone

Office of the Secretary 0USD(P&R)
of Defense (0SD) Deputy Director, RTPP
Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Readiness)

Air Force Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, Plans, and Requirements
Director of Current Operations and Training
Ranges and Airspace Division (HQ USAF
[Headquarters United States Air Force]/A30-AYR)

Army Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7,
Training Directorate
Training Support Systems Division (DAMO-TRS)

Navy Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, Materiel Readiness, and Logistics (N4)
Fleet Readiness Division (N43)
Range Modernization and Investment (N433) and Range Operations and Maintenance (N433)

Environmental Readiness Division (N45)
Operational Environmental Readiness Planning Branch (N456)

Commander, Naval Installations Command (CNIC)/Ashore Readiness Division (N46)

Marine Corps Commanding General, Training, and Education Command
Range and Training Area Management Division'®
Range Modernization & Investment

Range Operations & Maintenance

Deputy Commandant for Installations and Logistics
Facilities and Services Division"
Environmental
Encroachment

10 Executive Agent for Ranges

11 Executive Agent for Installations
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4.3 Funding Requirements

NDAA Section 366(a)(3)(C) requires DoD and the Services to
report on funding requirements associated with
implementing range sustainability initiatives. DoD has stated
in previous reports that it faces several challenges in
meeting this requirement.

One challenge is that the Services manage their range
sustainment funding in a manner that best suits the way
their ranges are operated to meet their specific missions. A
more signiﬁcant challenge is that, within DoD, funding for
range sustainment efforts is spread across and embedded
within different appropriations (e.g., operations &
maintenance, military personnel, procurement, and military
construction) and program elements (e.g., manpower,
training, environmental, real property, utilities, etc.). While
the details may differ to some degree among the Services
based upon their particular command structure, mission,
and financial processes, each experiences similar challenges
which create difficulties with accurate and consistent
tracking and reporting of range sustainment funding.

In an attempt to develop a common framework across the
Services for consistently and accurately training reporting
range sustainment funding, a Sustainable Ranges Funding
Subgroup was formed under the WIPT. The subgroup
examined funding strategies and categorizations used by the
Services for their training range sustainability efforts.

The group developed four main categories as a common
starting point from which to report training range
sustainment funding data. The categories and their
descriptions are provided in Table 4-6. Specific examples for
each category are included in Table 4-7.

Table 4-6 DoD Sustainable Ranges Initiative Funding Categories

Fundin .
g Description
Category
Modernization | Research, development, acquisition, and capital investments in
and ranges and range infrastructure. It includes related items such
Investment as real property purchases, construction, and procurement of
instrumentation, communication systems, and targets.
Operations & | Funds allocated for recurring activities associated with
Maintenance | operating and managing a range and its associated
infrastructure, including funds dedicated to range clearance, real
property maintenance, and range sustainment plan development.
Environmental | Funds dedicated to environmental management of ranges,
including range assessments, response actions, and natural and
cultural resource management planning and implementation.
Encroachment | Funds dedicated to actions to optimize accessibility to ranges
by minimizing restrictions that do or could limit ranges
activities, including outreach and buffer projects.

These categories serve as an initial framework being explored
by DoD and the Services to track, report, and project the need
for future range sustainment fiscal resources. The ability to
track the status of resources and juxtapose against the results
of the range encroachment and capabilities assessments
described in Section 3 will give DoD increased capability to
address progress on resolving range sustainment issues.
Taken together, this ability represents an important
management tool that allows leadership to make informed
decisions about both the adequacy of existing resources, and
the need for additional investment of sustainment dollars.
This year’s effort is the second attempt at collecting actual
range sustainment financial data and, as such will, require
refinement. Future funding will necessarily be subject to
change, and is presented for planning purposes only. Service-
wide range sustainability funding levels for FY09 and FY2010
are provided in Table 4-8.

4.4 Partnering and Outreach Initiatives

To support DoD’s national security mission, Congress has
entrusted nearly 30 million acres of land—some 1.1% of the
total land area of the United States—to DoD to use efficiently
and to care for properly. Furthermore, DoD shares other
land, air, and seaspace, as well as the nation’s frequency
spectrum to conduct its training mission and maintain force
readiness. DoD is fully committed to environmental
stewardship and the sustainable management of natural
resources under its care, both today and in the future.

Table 4-7 Specific Examples for Funding Categories

Funding Category Specific Examples

Modernization and » Construction of new Multi-Purpose Training

Investment Ranges at Army installations
» Construction of Improvised Explosive Device (IED)
Defeat Lanes
» Upgrades to Small Arms Ranges
Operations and » Clearance of unexploded ordnance prior to range
Maintenance construction

» CivPay for Range Operators at Army installations

Land Management » Erosion control measures associated with

and Repair maneuver damage

» Repairing maneuver damage from tactical vehicles

» Creating, repairing, and maintaining maneuver
corridor/training areas

» Conservation funding for INRMPs and ICRMPs

» Environmental mitigation costs associated with
range modernization and range construction

» Conducting Range Assessments

Encroachment » Administration and support of the Army
Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) program
» Acquisition of ACUB lands
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Table 4-8 Service Training Range Sustainment Funding ($M)

Service

Army

Modernization

Army Total
Marine Corps

Modernization

Navy Total
Air Force

Modernization

Air Force Total

All Services

Service Total

Fiscal Year

FY09
$339.323

$298.145

$1,556.392

" Estimated value”

* Funds for real property maintenance and funds provided via Base Operating Support are
not included as these programs are centrally managed and breakouts to range-specific
expenditures were not available. The Marine Corps, however, has initiated procedures to begin
identifying Base Operating Support funds that are utilized for range sustainment.

DoD has long recognized the importance of close coordination
with neighboring communities in terms of land-use decision
making. The Joint Land Use Study program has a 30-year
history of positive outcomes in support of DoD needs. Under
SRI, DoD has added to and institutionalized a “tool box” of
programs and efforts that enable and support even broader
partnering and greater understanding of common needs and
issues. Outreach and education events and programs, training
for installations leaders and staff on how to effectively partner
and advocate for DoD needs, publications to explain the wide
variety of DoD missions and promote understanding of DoD’s
excellent land stewardship and opportunities for partnering,
and funding programs to implement on-the-ground projects
to protect DoD’s mission and resources are all constantly
evolving and growing the effectiveness of that tool box.

4.41 The Readiness and Environmental

Protection Initiative

The REPI program supports DoD compatible land use and
conservation partnering initiatives and projects at ranges
and installations across the country, and is a critical
component of DoD’s SRI.

REPI implements the authority authorized by Congress in
2002 under 10 U.S.C. § 2684a by providing DoD funding to
the Services to enter into agreements with private
conservation organizations and with state and local
governments. Such agreements allow the Services to
cost-share with these partners the acquisition of
conservation/ restrictive-use easements and other interests
in land from willing sellers.

Prior to the enactment of 10 U.S.C. § 2684a, the Sikes Act
was the primary authority for DoD to enter into cooperative
agreements with state and local governments, NGOs, and
individuals to maintain and improve natural resources. This
authority was almost entirely directed toward protection of
resources within DoD installation boundaries and
partnerships took the form of working relationships to
protect and revitalize species through various installation
habitat enhancement efforts.

The REPI program, however, has allowed DoD to work
collaboratively with stakeholders outside the installations’
boundaries to help prevent encroachment on military land

12 Funding for Air Force training ranges, as defined and categorized by OSD P&R, is tracked through two discrete channels. The first channel, which reflects the main source of funding

for ranges, is through the Air Force A3/5 chain. The second channel is through the Air Force A4/7 chain. Within these two funding channels, the Air Force’s reporting framework

does not line up precisely with OSD P&Rs definitions and categories. Under these OSD P&R definitions and categories, the Air Force is able to report on Modernization and Invest

ment (M&I), Operations and Maintenance (O&M), and Environmental. It is unable to report on Encroachment funds, as that category is defined by OSD P&R.
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by preserving high-quality habitat and/or limiting
incompatible development near ranges and installations.

A 2007 RAND Corporation study assessing the REPI
program found that “Initial results suggest that REPI is
having a positive effect.” The success of the program is
evident by the increasing level of support provided by
Congress as well as by the effectiveness of the buffer projects
themselves being carried out and the new partnerships
being leveraged.

In FY2005, the first year of program funding, Congress
appropriated $12.5 million to DUSD(I&E) to fund compatible
land use projects at seven DoD installations. In FY2006,
Congress increased REPI funding to $37 million, which was
applied toward projects at 19 installations. In FY07, $40
million was appropriated and applied toward projects at 26
installations. In FYO08, funding was further increased to $46
million, which is going toward projects at 31 installations.

For additional information on the REPI program and the
military’s efforts to reduce encroachment through use of the
10 U.S.C. § 2684a authority, please refer to DoD’s 2008
Report to Congress on the Readiness and Environmental
Protection Initiative, at https://www.denix.osd.mil/portal/
page/portal/ denix[range/Compatible:REPICongress.

4.4.2 DoD Joint Land Use Study Program

DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA) manages the Joint
Land Use Study (JLUS) program. JLUS is a cooperative land
use planning effort between affected local governments and
military installations that seeks to anticipate, identify, and
prevent growth conflicts by helping state and local
governments better understand and incorporate technical
data developed under Service AICUZ, RAICUZ, and
Operational Noise Management Program studies into local
planning programs. When a Service believes an installation
may be experiencing incompatible development problems, or
that there is the likelihood for incompatible development that
could adversely affect the military mission, the Service may
nominate the installations for a JLUS to the OEA. Each of the
Services takes advantage of OEA’s JLUS program, finding it an
effective tool for bringing communities and the military
together to mutually address development issues and needs.

4.4.3 Qutreach and Education

Outreach and stakeholder involvement efforts provide the
basis for a successful SRI. Internal and external education
and coalition building/partnerships are methods used to
engage stakeholders and advance the SRI mission. DoD also
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supports facilitating information exchange to foster interest
and understanding among stakeholders.

The DoD has developed numerous SRI tools to facilitate
outreach, education, and training of DoD personnel on
engagement with stakeholders and potential partners. DoD
developed the public Sustainable Ranges website on the
Defense Environmental Network Information eXchange
(DENIX)—an information portal for environment, safety,
and occupational health news—to inform communities of
the SRI. This website provides users with information on
recent initiatives, tools and training resources, SRI policies,
partnership opportunities, and an informative compatible
land use discussion page. DoD continues to update and
expand the SRI website to keep the public and military
communities informed of SRI progress and activities.
(https://www.denix.osd.mil/sustainableranges)

To complement the SRI website, DoD has released a series of
primers or guidebooks outlining best practices in a reader-
friendly format to be used by both the military and
stakeholders. These primers were developed through
partnerships between DoD, professional and educational
associations, conservation organizations, and state and local
governments to facilitate communication and expand
collaboration between communities, governments, and
military installations. By using the primer series, military
installation personnel can better understand local government
management and legislative processes, and exercise best
practices to facilitate encroachment discussions with
community stakeholders. Likewise, state and local
governments can use them to understand the importance of
mission sustainability and the military’s historical and cultural
role within the community, as well as efforts to interact and
partner beyond the fence line. DoD distributes primers
individually or as a series, upon requests from partners such as
Service officials, other federal agency representatives, state and
local officials, and conservation and land use groups. The series
is also made available at conferences.

In 2007, DoD released two additional primers titled
Strengthening Military-Community Partnerships: Land Use,
Clean Energy and Mission Change, and Supporting Defense
Communities: State and Military Lessons Learned. The first
introduces the subject of defense community sustainability,
and offers background and examples of possible policy
options to address sustainability issues (e.g., model
legislation for state governments, guidance on clean energy,
and sustainable environmental practices). The second primer
assesses lessons learned from implementation of relevant
legislation, and offers case studies on how to strengthen
military-community partnerships.
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Another tool developed by DoD for use in supporting the SRI
is the range tour. Since 2004, DoD personnel working to
support the SRI have been conducting educational range tours
to facilitate communication between specific military
installations, stakeholder groups, and partnering agencies. The
purposes of range tours vary. In some instances, the tour is
designed to highlight installation natural resource programs;
in other cases, participants are given the opportunity to view
urban development and learn about how encroachment factors
related to incompatible growth can inhibit range activities.
When possible, participants view live testing and training
activities allowing them to better appreciate military training.
Every range tour highlights DoD’s commitment to mission
requirements while simultaneously conserving, and when
possible promoting the Nation’s natural resources. Range tours
also provide participants with a forum to interact with natural
resource managers, Service personnel, and occasionally range
or installation Commanders. Open dialogue during these tours
is encouraged—both the range tour participants and base
personnel are expected to ask “hard questions” of one another.

National Conference

From 30 July through 3 August 2007, DoD held the last
Sustaining Military Readiness Conference, designed to bring
together DoD personnel and partners from the operational,
planning, and cultural and natural resources conservation
communities. Approximately 900 individuals representing
DoD, other government agencies, and NGOs engaged in
discussions and educational training to promote military
readiness through conservation, compatible land use
planning, and encroachment mitigation. Workshops and
sessions offered valuable insight and skills for mission
success. Speakers presented best practices across DoD and
the private sector on sustaining testing and training ranges.
Following the four-day conference, participants had the
opportunity to attend field trips supplementing the
discussions and applying lessons learned in the field.
Attendee feedback indicated the high utility of this
conference, and strongly supported future conference of this
nature. The next Sustaining Military Readiness Conference
will be held in Phoenix, AZ, in August 2009.

4.4.4 Partnerships and Collaboration

Effective partnerships and coalitions at the national,
regional, and state and local levels are necessary to ensure
the sustainability of military testing and training. DoD and
military installations engage stakeholders and partners at
each of these levels to promote cooperation and collaboration
in support of military readiness and range sustainability.
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SRI Outreach facilitates the partnership and collaboration
process. The Outreach program works to leverage
partnership opportunities at the National, Regional and state
level and provide tools for local collaboration. Ultimately,
the SRI's outreach and partnering activities create open lines
of communication between military installations and local,
state, and federal stakeholders.

National Level

The Outreach program coordinates with Congress, other
federal agencies and offices and national environmental
groups and other non-governmental organizations, the
Department of Interior (DOI), the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA);
and fulfills a representative role on the Federal Lands
Protection Program Work Group. These responsibilities
support initiatives to improve the REPI program, as well as
the SRI goals to coordinate and collaborate on a national level
and ensure other agencies receive information pertaining to
DoD range sustainability initiatives and joint projects.

Regional Level

At the regional level, DoD has two partnerships that address
sustainability issues: SERPPAS and the Western Regional
Partnership (WRP). These two partnerships address
sustainability and compatible land use issues relating to shared
airspace and natural resources, urban sprawl, and installation
boundaries and metropolitan areas that cross state lines.

SERPPAS: In 2005, state environmental and natural
resource officials from across the southeast partnered with
DoD and other federal agencies to form SERPPAS to promote
better collaboration when making resource-use decisions.
SERPPAS works to prevent encroachment around military
lands, encourage compatible resource-use decisions, and
improve coordination among regions, states, communities,
and Military Services. The region covered by SERPPAS (as
seen in Figure 4-1) includes the states of North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida. Federal
partners include DoD, US FWS, USDA Forest Service, EPA,
and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

The mission of SERPPAS is to seize opportunities and solve
problems in ways that provide mutual and multiple benefits
to the partners, sustain the individual and collective mission
of partner organizations, and secure the future for all the
partners, the region, and the nation. This mission is being
accomplished through identifying opportunities for mutual
gain among all partner groups, effectively addressing
differences among the partners, and focusing on identifying
solutions to complex problems. SERPPAS partners have
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Figure 4-1 Southeast Regional Partnership for Planning and
Sustainability Focus Areas
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identified four primary objectives that support the SERPPAS
mission:

» Promote improved regional, state, and local
coordination

» Manage, sustain, and enhance national defense, natural,
economic, and human resources

» Develop and complete regional projects supporting the
sustainment of natural, economic, and national defense
resources related to base realignment planning in the
southeast region

» Develop a GIS Sustainability Decision Support Tool that
integrates federal, DoD, Military Service, and state data for
use in regional planning by both SERPPAS and the States.

Western Regional Partnership

The DoD’s second regional effort, the WRP (Figure 4-2),
continues to build momentum after a successful initial
meeting in the fall of 2007. Several key issues (e.g., wildlife
corridors; coordinating and sharing GIS data; border,
energy, and disaster management) were identified as starting
points for potential projects under the WRP framework.

A DoD executive team has been formed to coordinate and
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communicate WRP-related activities to the Service
principals, OSD leadership, and regional partners. Working
groups for wildlife corridor issues and GIS coordination
have been formed and have started work on various
initiatives. DoD representatives involved in border issues,
energy, and disaster management have formed working
groups with interested stakeholders.

Participants in these subgroups and in the principals’ forum
include DoD personnel and Service members from the
Southwest region; senior staff from federal agencies such as
the BLM, DOI, and Department of Homeland Security (DHS);
representatives from Arizona, California, Nevada, New
Mexico and Utah; and other interested stakeholders. Part of
the working group’s tactical planning includes coordinating
with parallel ongoing efforts led by the Western Governors’
Association (WGA). The WGA is well-positioned within the
west to provide guidance and issue-related support to the
WRP. Participation in appropriate WGA endeavors provides
a venue for effective articulation of DoD interests throughout
the western U.S.

State and Local Levels

The SRI is engaging with NGOs as a means to provide
education and information on military issues to their
membership, and to explore overlapping interests. The SRI
program has built a coalition of NGOs to work with the
military on legislative issues, encroachment concerns, and
other mission-related issues. These include the National
Association of Counties (NACo), the National Conference of
State Legislators (NCSL), the National Association of
Regional Councils (NARC) and others. Examples of these
efforts include the following:

» During NACo’s 72nd Annual Conference and Expo,
NACo conducted a workshop focused on how counties,
military installations, and communities can address
training constraints and community concerns around
testing and training ranges using collaborative
communication processes. NACo has become a valuable
partner in SRI outreach efforts by providing liaison
support between counties and DoD.

» NCSL has formed a Military Affairs Working Group to
address how state legislation can help to protect
military installations and quality of life issues for
military in states through effective legislation. This
partnership has led to legislation in 32 states and model
legislation produced to provide to state legislators.

May 2009



Chapter 4: Department of Defense’s Comprehensive Training Range Sustainment Plan

Figure 4-2 Western Regional Partnership Focus Areas
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4.4.5 Service Efforts

The Services are in varying phases of developing and
implementing Service-specific outreach and communication
programs to support range sustainment and compatible land
use issues. The following are two examples of current
Service outreach initiatives.

Army: Training Support Systems Division

The Army has developed a focused community research
concept and since 2007, has implemented it at three major
installations around the country. Additional community
research efforts are currently underway for 2009 and the
Army has plans to develop an on-going strategy to
continually update community research findings at all major
training installations.

The community research concept is based on conducting
both primary and secondary research efforts. Primary
research activities include community stakeholder
interviews, roundtable sessions, and community surveys,
while secondary research activities include news media
analysis, demographic analysis, and elected official
background analysis. The goals of this research are to:

May 2009

.\nsznu'tt_

—
-+
]
I

MEXICO

» Identify community views regarding operational and
perceived impacts of Army installations and their
training activities

» Provide the Army and installations with a research-
based understanding of the community and its
leadership, so that better informed decisions can be
made regarding future installation operations and
stakeholder involvement efforts

» Reach out to installation stakeholders to create a solid
base of information to enhance relationships and assist
in making operational and communications decisions

» Demonstrate an interest in public opinions associated
with installation activities and decisions, making the
public part of the decision-making process.

Navy and Marine Corps: Naval Air Station Whiting
Field Community Planning Liaison

Naval Air Station Whiting Field, the Navy’s primary base
for fixed-wing training and home to all helicopter training
for the Navy, Marine Corps, and Coast Guard, provides a
notable illustration of successful military-community
partnership. Whiting Field is located in Santa Rosa County,
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Florida, one of the fastest growing counties in the nation.
As such, there is tremendous residential and commercial
development in the areas surrounding the installation.
This development can encroach on flight training, thus
threatening mission readiness.

In order to help reduce these pressures, Whiting Field has a
formal community planning liaison officer who works with
officials from area municipalities and Santa Rosa County, as
well as the Governor’s office. The responsibilities of this
officer are to:

» Sit on planning and advisory boards

» Brief the community about the Navy’s needs and scope
of operations

» Interact with local officials on a daily basis.

According to state law, local officials are required to seek
input from bases about land management plans. By
establishing and maintaining productive relationships,
Whiting Field has used this legal requirement to weigh in
and influence development plans to the benefit of sustaining
military operations.

Community Plans and Liaison Offices (CPLO)

Both the Navy and the Marine Corps have formed CPLOs at
their installations, regions and at Headquarters level. The
purpose of these offices is to manage encroachment issues
and protect mission viability through active management in
local planning and community involvement

4.5 Overview of Legislative and Regulatory Initiatives
As it became clear that the military’s ability to “train as it
fights and fight as its trained” was being constrained, DoD
sought limited relief from Congress in a package of focused
legislative and regulatory initiatives included in fiscal year
defense authorization proposals. This section of the FY09
Sustainable Ranges Report addresses FY2003 NDAA Sections
366(a)(4)(c) and FY2004 320(a) (2-3) requirements to report on
such initiatives.

4.5.1 The Readiness and Range Preservation Initiative
In 2002, as part of the FY2003 defense authorization
proposal, DoD submitted to Congress an eight-provision
legislative package known as the Readiness and Range
Preservation Initiative (RRPI). The purpose of RRPI is to
sustain DoD test and training resources, obtain clarification
on the applicability of specific environmental statutes to
military readiness activities, and provide DoD with
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flexibility in selected aspects of environmental statutes to
assist the Services in balancing both military needs and
environmental protection. Under RRPI, DoD is, and will
remain, subject to the same regulatory requirements as other
federal agencies when performing the same types of
regulated activities. Limited relief was sought only for issues
that have no private-sector equivalent, such as military
training, testing, and related readiness activities. The eight
DoD RRPI provisions address the following areas:

» Land Conservation Partnerships

» Surplus Property Conveyance

» Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)

» Endangered Species Act (ESA)

» Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)

» Clean Air Act (CAA)

» Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)

» Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act (CERCLA)

» Land Conservation Partnerships, Surplus Property
Conveyance, and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

The 107th Congress enacted provisions related to Land
Conservation Partnerships, Surplus Property Conveyance,
and the MBTA.

» The Land Conservation Partnerships and Surplus
Property Conveyance provisions have allowed DoD to
cooperate with state and local governments, NGOs, and
other private entities to more effectively plan for growth
surrounding our ranges by allowing DoD to work
toward preserving habitat for imperiled species, and
assuring that development and land uses are compatible
with the training and testing activities which occur on
our installations. The implementation of programs
under these two provisions have led to partnering
efforts to purchase, lease, or otherwise protect/preserve
lands around DoD properties with the outcome being
mutually beneficial to the military and the local
communities by simultaneously enhancing the ability to
train and further conservation goals.

» The MBTA provision provided DoD with an interim
regulatory exemption to address the incidental take of
migratory birds that may occur as a result of military
activities during the period when the Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) drafted regulations to address the issue.
The interim exemption expired on 30 March 2007, the
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effective date of those regulations.” Under the 2007
FWS regulations, the Armed Forces are allowed to take
migratory birds during the course of military readiness
activities. If the Services determine that a proposed or
ongoing readiness activity may result in a significant
adverse effect on a population of a migratory bird
species, they must confer and cooperate with the FWS
to develop appropriate and reasonable conservation
measures to minimize or mitigate such efforts. The
Secretary of Interior retains the power to withdraw or
suspend the authorization allowing takes from such
readiness activities in particular circumstances. The
Services continue to be responsible for addressing
activities other than those associated with military
readiness in accordance with the memorandum of
understanding (MOU) developed under Executive Order
(EO) 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory Birds.

The 108th Congress passed two additional RRPI provisions
pertaining to The Endangered Species Act (ESA) and Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)

» The ESA provision authorizes the use of DoD INRMPs
that benefit threatened and endangered species as a
substitute for critical habitat designation under Section
4 of the ESA. DoD INRMPs require installations to plan
and implement conservation and protection activities for
listed and candidate species and for critical habitats that
occur on the installation. The Services work
cooperatively, from initial draft to final copy, with FWS
and the states at each level of INRMP development.
Mutual agreement on the adequacy and protectiveness
of the plans is achieved when the INRMP is signed for
approval by the installation commander, with written
concurrence provided by the FWS, its Regional
Director, and equivalent state officials. The effectiveness
and validation of INRMP management actions are
assessed during periodic reviews conducted by the
installations, FWS, and the States. The DoD continues to
be subject to all other requirements under the ESA.

» On the MMPA provision, DoD worked closely with the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the
Department of the Interior, the Marine Mammal
Commission, and other stakeholders to develop a revised
definition of “harassment” of marine mammals as it
applies to military readiness activities. The revised
definition does not exempt DoD from complying with the
MMPA, but requires greater scientific evidence of harm

13 See 72 Federal Register 8931.
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and consideration of the impacts to military readiness in
the issuance of permits for incidental takes. This
provision also added a national defense exemption clause.

CAA, RCRA, and CERCLA provisions were submitted to the
107th, 108th, and 109th Congresses, but no action was taken
by Congress on these provisions.

4.6 Measuring and Describing SRI’s Success

4.6.1 Description of Readiness Benefits

To address Congressional reporting requirements, the
Services were asked to discuss and give examples of how
legislative provisions, regulatory initiatives, and related
activities have, or are expected to, benefit military readiness
and enhance or improve military range sustainment efforts.
A summary of these discussions and example military
benefits stemming from legislative and regulatory initiatives
is provided in the following paragraphs.

Compatible Land Use and

Encroachment Prevention

The inherent potential for accidents and annoyances associated
with military training make some types of development
incompatible or unsuitable for locations in the immediate
vicinity of airports and airfields. The authority in 10 USC
2684a has its greatest impact in areas that are currently not
developed but have potential for growth in the future, and
will be most helpful in those situations where zoning and
other land use controls cannot be used because the issue is not
an appropriate use of existing local government power. The
authority is less beneficial to those areas that are already
heavily developed because of the difficulties bases face in
finding cities, counties, or other partners who are willing to
fund acquisition of development rights.

In the McChord AFB North Clear Zone project, the base is
partnering with Pierce County, Washington, to acquire the
development rights for undeveloped land in the North Clear
Zone. The clear zone is the area immediately beyond the end of
the runway that possesses a high potential for accidents. The
acquisition of undeveloped land in the McChord AFB clear
zone will prevent further development in an area of highest
accident potential, and has contributed to enhanced readiness
by increasing the safety of the airlift mission for Fort Lewis.

The State of Florida and local jurisdictions in northwest
Florida have recognized the importance of maintaining the
mission capability of Eglin AFB, and have enthusiastically
engaged Air Force personnel in a number of conservation
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and compatible land use initiatives. The Eglin AFB project
will result in the acquisition of interest in land near Navy
Outlying Landing Field (NOLF) Choctaw, a military airfield
located on the greater Eglin Military Reservation, but
managed and used by the Navy. NOLF Choctaw provides
flight training for Navy, Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and Air
Force pilots. This project proposal will prevent residential
development in an area currently used by the Navy for
touch-and-go carrier training, and by all the Services for
primary flight training on existing T-34C aircraft and new
Joint Primary Aircraft Training System T-6A aircraft. This
project will limit local citizen exposure to increased aircraft
noise levels if new F-35 Joint Strike Fighter training
operations are conducted at the facility.

The Warren Grove Bombing Range, located in New Jersey,
provides aerial bombing and gunner training for active duty
Navy and Marine Corps units, as well as Air Force active
duty, Guard, and Reserve units. The Warren Grove Bombing
Range project will involve the acquisition, by the New
Jersey Conservancy, of 851 acres of currently abandoned or
unmanaged lands adjacent to the bombing range and the
Pine Barren’s preserve. The Pine Barrens, also known as the
Pinelands, was designated the nation’s first National Reserve
in 1978, and was designated a United Nations International
Biosphere Reserve in 1983. Ownership by the New Jersey
Conservancy will result in the implementation of vegetation
management practices designed to minimize the risk of fire
from military training exercises. Vegetation control practices
to decrease the likelihood of training-induced fires will not
only minimize the number of days that the range is closed to
the military, but will reduce the occurrence of natural
wildfires and protect private property near the range.
Section 364 of the FYO8 NDAA specifically requires the Air
Force to report on efforts to implement safety measures and
further study encroachment issues at the range.

In December 2007, the Air Force Real Property Agency
completed the first property exchange at an active
installation using special authorities granted by DoD and the
Services under 10 USC 2869. Under 10 USC 2869, the
Services are authorized to exchange excess non-BRAC or
surplus BRAC property with any party who will provide
needed construction projects, property, or housing needed
by the Services, or enter into support agreements with the
Services to limit encroachment. The transfer occurred at
Charleston Air Force Base, South Carolina, where an excess
tract of land was exchanged for property owned by South
Carolina Electric and Gas located within the base’s runway
clear zone, preventing potential future development within
the zone that could impact the base’s flying operations.
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Migratory Bird Protection Act

It is illegal to take, possess, buy, or sell migratory birds
without a valid permit under the MBTA. While regulations
implementing MBTA authorized permits for intentional take
of migratory birds for activities such as scientific research,
education, and depredation control, there has been no permit
process to specifically address the incidental take of migratory
birds under the MBTA. The development, review, submission,
and approval of environmental permits is recognized by most
stakeholders as a lengthy and time consuming process due to
the individual responsibilities of the applicant, the regulatory
agency, and input from the public. As noted in Section 4.5.3,
during the period of time in which the Secretary of Interior
was developing regulations to address incidental takes, DoD
was exempt from this particular requirement of the MBTA.
Now the regulations are in place, DoD readiness activities can
continue without being subject to take concerns. This has had
a beneficial effect on Service readiness by reducing the length
of delays that would otherwise be attributable to the
permitting process, and by allowing training and testing
activities to be conducted in accordance with standards and
completed in a timely manner. The exemption also diminished
the potential for lawsuits enjoining the training and testing
associated with the execution of military readiness activities.

Endangered Species Act

In addition to the requirement under ESA Section 7 regarding
consultation for actions that may affect listed species, when an
area on or near a military range is designated as critical
habitat under the ESA, it triggers an additional requirement
to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or
National Marine Fisheries Service, as appropriate, for any
action that may affect the designated critical habitat. This may
require the preparation of a biological assessment or similar
document to assess the impacts of range operations on critical
habitat as well as listed species located on or near the range,
which can delay scheduled activities. If the operations are
determined to result in the destruction or adverse
modification of critical habitat, or result in jeopardy of or take
of listed species, range operations will likely be restricted and
possibly stopped.

The RRPI provision allowing the use of approved INRMPs
that benefit threatened and endangered species as a
substitute for critical habitat designations under the ESA
provides installations greater flexibility in managing their
natural resources in a manner that benefits both military
readiness and the environment. This reduces restrictions on
training and testing and decreases the administrative
burden associated with managing military ranges.
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4.7 Readiness Reporting Improvements

As robust encroachment and capabilities assessments are
conducted under the SRI, DoD is enhancing its Defense
Readiness Reporting System (DRRS) by establishing a range
component to address range resource and readiness issues.
DoD actions to better integrate range readiness issues into
the DRRS are consistent with the Section 366(b) requirement
to improve readiness reporting by reflecting the training
and readiness impacts caused by constraints on the use of
military lands, marine areas, and airspace.

471 The Defense Readiness Reporting

System (DRRS)

The OCO and U.S. military involvement in Iraq and
Afghanistan have reinforced the urgent need for a robust
readiness reporting system that can provide accurate,
relevant, and timely information to support the full range of
operational planning, as well as offer risk assessments of
multiple simultaneous contingencies in the context of
Defense Strategy. DoDD 7730.65, Department of Defense
Readiness Reporting System, authorized the establishment of
a readiness assessment network to calculate the capabilities
and preparedness of military units to conduct wartime
missions and other contingencies.

The DRRS provides the means to manage and report on the
readiness of DoD and the Services by building upon existing
processes and readiness assessment tools to establish a
capabilities-based, adaptive, near real-time readiness
reporting system. It is currently capable of reporting on the
availability of resources needed to support a mission in six
resource pillars: Personnel, Equipment, Services, Training,
Ordinances, and Facilities. It establishes a mission-focused,
capabilities-based, common framework that provides the
Combatant Commanders, Military Services, Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and other key DoD users a data-driven collaborative
environment in which to evaluate, in near real-time, the
readiness and capability of our Armed Forces to carry out
their national security missions.

The DRRS enables commanders and force managers to look
across DoD for required capabilities, identify organizations
with those capabilities, and then determine the readiness of
the organizations to provide the capability. Readiness to
provide needed capabilities for missions is established based
upon available resource and the ability of an organization to
execute its METs and METLs, and to support the Joint Force
Commander’s JMETLs to prescribed standards.
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4.7.2 Relationship with Other Readiness Systems

The DRRS also links to broader DoD Transformation
initiatives such as training, logistics, and personnel systems.
Additionally, the METs considered in the DRRS provide the
building blocks to support existing readiness processes,
including the Request for Forces, Force Management, Joint
Readiness, and Adaptive Planning tools. Effectively linking
the DRRS with other existing and planned systems and
decision support tools will further enable the emerging DoD
requirement of on-demand creation and revision of
executable plans, with up-to-date options, in near real time,
as circumstances require. The Services are in various stages
of improvement in establishing links to the DRRS Program.
These ongoing readiness initiatives are currently focused on
providing a robust organizational readiness view using
information contained in the relevant authoritative databases
and made available through Enhanced Status of Resources
and Training Systems.

4.7.3 Range Readiness as a Component of DRRS

As robust encroachment and capabilities assessments are
conducted under the SRI, DoD is establishing a Range
Readiness Module (RRM) in DRRS to address range readiness
issues based on capability and encroachment assessments.
Based on existing DRRS capabilities and evolving range
readiness reporting requirements, we are developing and
validating functional and system requirements.

DoD began funding specific programming with the Phase I
RRM development in DRRS beginning in October 2008. The
system is intended to efficiently support range readiness
reporting and provide assessment data for future SRRs. This
prototype will allow the RRM to leverage existing DRRS
user utilities, data, and reporting functions for storage,
access, and reporting of range baseline data submitted for
the 2008 SRR. The initial prototype system will allow
approximately 100 users access to view, edit, approve and/or
perform administrative functions for future year data calls.

Driven by feedback on the Phase I integrated prototype,
DoD is planning to expand the functionality of user utilities
for data entry, approval and reporting functions under
Phase II. In Phase II, DoD will identify and validate business
rules and linkages between Unit assigned Mission Essential
Tasks and the supporting capabilities and encroachment
impacts on the range(s) where their unit training is taking
place. The goal of Phase II is to fully integrate RRM in DRRS
so that it details Service assigned Mission Areas, unit
assigned Mission Essential Tasks (METs) and/or Mission
Essential Task Lists (METLs) mapped to specific ranges,
command links to the reporting entities using ranges [to
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include their METs] and command links from the ranges

back to the units training on that range.

The conceptual relationships for reporting readiness is

provided in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4-3 Conceptual Relationships for Reporting Readiness
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4.8 Range Information Enterprise

As the SRI continues to mature, the need to maintain,
access, analyze and share range specific data to support
reporting requirements and to inform decision makers also
is maturing. DoD continues to encourage Service
development of distributed information system solutions
that satisfy Service and range needs, and the ability to share
summary data and support specific information requests
from OSD and other users. Such needs include:

» Congressional reporting requirements

» Range inventories, capacity, and capabilities
» Range readiness reporting

» Investment planning

» Budget management

» Range sustainability initiatives

» Asset management.

Information management efforts conducted under the Range
Information Enterprise will be based upon strategy aligned
to DoD and federal information sharing goals and policies
(e.g., Net-Centric Data Strategy). All efforts will contribute to
the development of a shared data environment that will
support range management decision-making and reporting.

4.9 Range Inventory Summary
NDAA Section 366(c) requires DoD and the Services to
develop and maintain a training range inventory.

This section represents a summary of the Service
inventories, and provides current inventory information.
DoD believes an accurate inventory is necessary to support
range management and planning processes. In addition to
the requirement to maintain a training range inventory as
set forth in NDAA Section 366(c), DoD has issued specific
policy directives that require the Services to develop and
utilize sound GIS-based range inventories and scientific data
as the basis for decision-making that supports training and
testing mission activities. Specific inventory details for each
Service is provided in Appendix D, while a more detailed
description of DoD and Service range sustainment policies
are provided in Appendix F.

The Sustainable Ranges Report Inventory is organized into
the following components:

» Regional Range and Special Use Airspace (SUA) Maps—
These maps display the location of DoD training and
testing ranges and SUA around the world using a GIS
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database that integrates data from the Services and the
National Geospatial Intelligence Agency (NGA). Each
Service maintains geospatial information on their
training and testing ranges.

» Tabular Range Inventory—This component of the
inventory provides a list of range complexes, range
descriptions, and available range types. The Services
maintain more detailed inventories that are used to
support their specific range management and
sustainment processes.

» SUA Inventory—This portion of the inventory provides
a list of SUA and includes information relating to the
controlling agency, associated range complex or
installation, altitudes, users (Military Service), and area.

» Military Training Route Inventory—The Military Training
Route (MTR) inventory includes a listing of the three
types of routes: visual routes, instrument routes, and
slow routes. The inventory provides information on
each MTR, including the originating agency, scheduling
agency, effective times, and route length.

The Sustainable Ranges Report Inventory is built on Service
inventories and information pulled from Service-supporting
information management systems. When compiled, this
inventory provides a comprehensive picture of DoD training
and testing assets. In order to provide a Service-level
perspective on range inventories, the following highlights
some of the key components of the Service range inventories.

4.91 Army Range Inventory Description

Background

The requirement to establish and maintain an inventory of
the Army’s operational ranges is specifically detailed in
Department of Defense Directive (DODD) 4715.11 and DODD
4715.12, Subject: Environmental and Explosives Safety
Management on Department of Defense Operational Ranges
Within the United States and Outside of the United States,
respectively. DODD 3200.15, Subject: Sustainment of Ranges
and Operating Areas (OPAREAs), requires each Service to
develop and utilize sound GIS-based range inventories and
scientific data as the basis for decision-making in support of
training and testing mission activities. This directive further
instructs that range inventories be completed and updated
every five years and maintained in a GIS that is readily
accessible by installation and range decision-makers.
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The Army has complied with these requirements by
providing a comprehensive GIS-based inventory of all
operational ranges with the Army Operational Range
Inventory. The Operational Range Inventory was begun in
June 2004 and was completed in April 2008 after all
installations and training sites having operational ranges
were updated from the previous inventory, the Army
Active/Inactive Range Inventory.

In 2008, to improve consistency and coordination of all
geospatial data, the Assistant Chief of Staff for Installation
Management issued guidance for proponency and
development of all installation and environmental GIS
spatial information as part of geospatial Common Installation
Picture. As such, all Army installations are required to
maintain geospatial Common Installation Picture data and
metadata for their sites. As such the updating of the
operational range inventory has now transitioned from a
centralized data collection effort to a decentralized one.

Updates of range data for installations under HQDA G3/5/7 ‘s
Sustainable Range Program will accomplished by the Army
SRP Program GIS professionals with oversight from the
Army Training Support Center Training Capability Manager
— Live. Installations that lack a GIS professional will receive
support from the SRP GIS Regional Support Center (RSC).
The geospatial data layers that represent operational ranges
are required to be validated at least once per year.

Data Elements and Sources

The range data elements to be created and maintained by the
installation SRP GIS professionals or SRP RSC are defined in
each layer’s Quality Assurance Plan. Quality Assurance
Plans detail what features a data layer should contain, the
geometry that will be used to represent the feature,
positional accuracy standards, topology rules and
completeness guidelines, update frequency, and acceptable
source data. They also identify the installation-level data
steward. Quality Assurance Plans are living documents and
are maintained by the headquarters proponent with input
from the installation data stewards and other stakeholders.

Databases and Applications

The Army Mapper is the Army’s database of record for
installation geospatial data. All geospatial data relating to
operational ranges will be stored in the Army Mapper.
Operational range data are accessible for viewing and
querying in the Army Mapper Web Map Viewer. The Web
Map Viewer is an interactive mapping application that is
available to anyone with an AKO account.
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4.9.2 Marine Corps Range Inventory Description

The Marine Corps Training and Education Command’s Range
and Training Area Management Division (TECOM/RTAM) is
responsible for managing the Marine Corps range complex
inventory. The Marine Corps range complexes refer to a
collection of training areas and ranges, airspace areas, and
other designated attributes for training. The inventory
provides a detailed list of land, air, sea, and underseaspace
that comprise the Marine Corps range complexes. The intent
of the range inventory is to support Marine Corps range
management and sustainment processes, including capabilities
assessment, investment strategy, encroachment management,
operational planning, and environmental management.

The Marine Corps first developed the inventory for the 2004
Sustainable Ranges Report based on information available in
the RTAMS. RTAMS is a web-enabled, institutional-level,
centrally managed system. It provides Commanders,
operating units, range managers, and all cross-Service users
with a single source access for all range-related capabilities
and resources. RTAMS uses established and developing data
metrics and software. The range complex information
available in RTAMS was the primary source for the initial
range complex inventory. The 2008 Marine Corps inventory
will follow previous review processes and use the RTAMS
database and the RCMPs as primary data sources.

The Marine Corps range complex inventory is currently
maintained on RTAMS, as well as in a spreadsheet format.

It uses a number of data fields (name, claimant organization,
location, size, and range type) and provides GIS data with
numerous data layers. The Inventory is updated annually
and has been significantly improved upon during the last
few years due to the initiation of RCMPs which catalogue
range complex baseline attributes and capabilities, and
include a comprehensive inventory of ranges and SUA.

The RTAMS inventory review process is led by TECOM/
RTAM, using a QA/QC process to ensure inventory
consistency and accuracy.

4.9.3 Navy Range Inventory Description

The Navy range complex inventory is a detailed list of land,
air, sea, and underseaspace that comprise the Navy range
complexes. It encompasses major fleet training ranges,
OPAREAs, SUA, and MRTEB sites, referred to as range
complexes. The inventory does not capture individual
ranges and training areas not associated with a range
complex. The intent of the range inventory is to support
Navy range management and sustainment processes,
including capabilities assessment, investment strategy,
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encroachment management, operational planning, and
environmental management.

The Navy inventory has improved over the years due to the
implementation of the TAP Program, which included the
preparation of RCMPs. RCMPs catalogue range complex
baseline assets and capabilities, and include a comprehensive
inventory of ranges, OPAREAs, and SUA.

OPNAV N43 first developed the inventory for the 2004
Sustainable Ranges Report based on multiple sources that
included the Navy’s Ranges to Readiness Study, active/
inactive range survey (2000), Fleet Training Area/Range
Directory (Naval Warfare Assessment Station, Corona, 2003),
Fleet OPAREA Instruction, and Fleet Area Control and
Surveillance Facility (FACSFAC) Instructions. The inventory
is currently maintained in a relational database, as part of
the Tactical Training and Testing Ranges Repository and
Management System (TRAMS), and in a spreadsheet format.
As the inventory spreadsheet is updated, the TAP
Repository (TAPR) database will be updated. Additional
detail on the range complex inventory is provided as part of
the RCMPs to include scheduling, operations, encroachment,
and capabilities information. In the future, the inventory
and associated information will be integrated into the TAPR.

The inventory is updated annually using the best available
sources of information, as described above. The main source
of information for the updates is RCMP, which will be
updated biannually to coincide with the POM development
cycle, beginning in FY09. The updates will include an
assessment of each range complex’s inventory and capabilities.
For the remaining range complexes, range instructions and
manuals will be used to update the inventory.

The inventory review process involves a review by the United
States Pacific Fleet and the United States Fleet Forces
Command to ensure the most current information is reflected
in the inventory. Additionally, the Navy has a QA/QC process
that ensures consistency and accuracy of the inventory.

The Fleet Forces Command will use the inventory as the
basis for the Navy training area geospatial library now
under development in the TRAMS/Environmental
Information Management System (TRAMS/EIMS) project.
Space and Warfare Systems Center Charleston and Naval
Facilities Engineering Command developed EIMS to meet a
fleet requirement for “a single, comprehensive Navy GIS-
based information management systems and databases for
operational and environmental planning to support
operational requirements, at sea environmental issues, and
range/OPAREAs compliance and encroachment concerns.”
TRAMS was originally developed as the TAPR with the goal
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of hosting all TAP-generated training area data, much of
which is geospatial. However, the TAPR became TRAMS as
the program moved beyond hosting only TAP data. The
fleets recognized the need for a single authoritative
geospatial library in EIMS, based on a comprehensive Navy
training area inventory and built on maps provided by the
NGA, DoD’s mapping authority. The foundational maps from
NGA will include training area boundaries, with all other
geospatial information developed by TAP and other
authoritative sources layered on top. NGA will provide
web-based geospatial information so that when it updates
training area boundaries, it will update the foundational
maps in EIMS as well. Complete, foundational maps for all
fleet range complexes are currently being worked on with
the schedule dependant upon RCMP completion.

4.9.4 Air Force Range Inventory Description

The Air Force Testing and Training Range Inventory is
managed and administered by the Headquarters USAF
Ranges and Airspace Division. The Inventory is comprised
of four parts:

» U.S. air-to-ground ranges
» Overseas ranges operated by the Air Force
» Detailed SUA information

» Detailed MTR information.

The inventory is based on data elements from a variety of
sources, and is in GIS format. The format allows the
inventory to be searched, filtered, and displayed on a map
for quick analysis. Inventory elements are stored in a variety
of formats, from tabular data to geographic information
sources. MAJCOM reports are also used to update
capabilities. Every 56 days, the airspace tables are updated
with information from the NGA, while range information is
continuously updated. The entire inventory receives an
annual review.
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As DoD’s SRl has continued to mature over the last eight years, DoD and the Services have
made significant progress in being able to identify and act upon the external pressures that

constrain the use of training and testing range resources. Of particular importance have been
the effective utilization of Section 2864a authorities and both local and regional encroachment
partnering activities, the progress made in further refining the comprehensive DoD-wide range
inventory, and the development of clear criteria and standard methods for assessing the
adequacy of range resources against current and anticipated training requirements. Looking to

the future, DoD must build upon the early successes of the SRI while continually evaluating
needs and requirements associated with a constantly changing environment to ensure the
long-term sustainability of military range resources.

5.1 Sustainable Range Initiative

SRIis an ongoing process, with its greatest benefits coming
from influencing and changing approaches to mission
management and land use decision making. Though
encroachment is an issue for ranges in general, the situation
at each range is specific and requires a specific approach in
order to achieve mission success. SRI is designed to help
range staff address encroachment concerns through training
and education both inside and outside the fence, foster
long-term partnerships to reduce the likelihood of future

conflict and attract outside investment in mission protection.

It helps provide tools to improve asset management on and
encourage compatible land uses off the range.
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5.2 Compatible Land Use and Encroachment
Partnering Activities

The DoD will continue to work with Congress, other federal
agencies, states, Native American tribes, local governments,
NGOs, and other stakeholders to take full advantage of
legislative and regulatory initiatives that support compatible
land use and encroachment prevention around military
installations. The REPI program had conserved over 70,000
acres of land near and around DoD installations by the close
of FY2007, and demand from the Services for funding of
projects in FY09 is nearly 2.5 times greater than
appropriated funding for the program. Regional partnering
efforts are bearing fruit, with state partners in the SERPPAS
investing in installation buffering and habitat management,
academia participating in a variety of studies and pilot
projects, and NGOs cooperating to develop range-wide
planning efforts. The DoD and the Services have found
outreach and partnering on such issues to be the most
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effective way to address today’s encroachment problems
while minimizing future problems and ensuring the
long-term sustainability of our range resources.

It is important to note that encroachment partnering is a
long-term part of the solution to develop true sustainability
across all DoD ranges. DoD is committed to continued
investment in current efforts, and to developing new tools to
protect and enhance readiness. Conservation banking, as
authorized in the 2009 NDAA, holds particular promise for
tapping new sources of private industry funding to leverage
DoD, other federal agency funding, and state and local
government contributions. It took several decades for the
challenges of encroachment to manifest themselves around
ranges opened during World War II, and it will take a
consistent and sustained effort to address those challenges.

5.3 Use of Range Inventory and Encroachment and
Capability Tools

The DoD will make greater use of its comprehensive range
inventory and standardized assessment methodology to
evaluate encroachment impacts and range capabilities in a
manner that is consistent across the Services. The tools
developed to date will assist DoD and Service leadership with
identifying at-risk ranges, recognizing emerging issues, and
informing decisions about focusing new or additional range
sustainment efforts. These actions will enhance the abilities of
DoD and the Services to meet training requirements, and will
allow for accurate and expedited responses to internal and
Congressional requests for related information.

Equally important to understanding impacts on readiness is
the ability to measure and effectively demonstrate the
successes of SRI. The true value of the SRI comes when DoD
can prevent encroachment and avoid mission degradation
before it occurs. A new RAND Corporation study is
currently underway to develop recommendations on success
criteria for the REPI program that will help DoD evaluate
how buffering addresses encroachment and translate that
evaluation into positive mission benefits. The Services have
similar efforts underway as described in Chapter 4.

5.4 Management Reviews

The SRI has matured to the point that as with any complex
initiative it would benefit from regular management reviews.
While the current WIPT structure will remain in place, a
formal review process was instituted by ODUSD(P&R) in
2008 as a management tool. As part of this process, the
previously established goals, actions, and milestones will be
reviewed and assessed for their continued relevancy, and
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revised or replaced to more accurately reflect current and
future program conditions and range requirements.

Through the Regional Partnerships established in the
Southeast and the Southwest, GIS mapping is being used to
clearly articulate DoD current and future mission
requirements across these regions, particularly in areas where
outlying landing fields, low-level flight routes and helicopter
training areas are located. This effort will be expanded to all
regions of the country. This information will allow for better
planning for future land uses in states and regions.

5.5 Overarching Data Management Strategy

Range data is currently stored in multiple formats across
DoD and the Services. Given these characteristics, and the
prominent role that the range inventory and encroachment
and capability assessments play in the SRI, an overarching
data management strategy is a critical component of the
review process. It is envisioned that such a strategy will be
developed under the Range Information Enterprise.
Reporting range readiness up the Service chains and
through the DRRS will likely be the primary focus of initial
data management efforts conducted under this overarching
data management strategy.

5.6 Sustainable Ranges Report Format

and Methodologies

The 2008 Sustainable Ranges Report established a baseline
for future reports on the SRI. The 2008 format presented
information in a more concise format, provides Congress a
consistent report that highlights the continued evolution of
DoD’s SRI, and allows progress against Congressional
reporting requirements and internal goals and milestones to
be more readily determined. The format will continue to be
refined as needed to achieve a desired level of consistency in
the presentation of critical policy and guidance documents,
as well as status and updates on existing and emerging
implementation tools.

The capability and encroachment assessment methodology
and the data collection tool will be reviewed and a small one
to one and a half day expert workshop with the Services
will be organized to review the current methodologies and
discuss modifications to be more responsive to Service
concerns and increase sensitivity and fidelity of the analysis.
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National Defense
Authorization Act Language

The National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2003

Sec. 366. Training Range Sustainment Plan, Global Status of
Resources and Training System, and Training Range Inventory.

[a] Plan Required—(1) The Secretary of Defense shall
develop a comprehensive plan for using existing

authorities available to the Secretary of Defense and the

[B] Goals and milestones for tracking planned
actions and measuring progress;

[C] Projected funding requirements for
implementing planned actions; and

[D] Designation of an office in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense and in each of the military
departments that will have lead responsibility
for overseeing implementation of the plan.

Secretaries of the military departments to address
training constraints caused by limitations on the use of [4] At the same time as the President submits to

military lands, marine areas, and airspace that are Congress the budget for fiscal year 2004, the

available in the United States and overseas for training
of the Armed Forces.

[2] As part of the preparation of the plan, the

Secretary of Defense shall conduct the following:

[A] An assessment of current and future training
range requirements of the Armed Forces; and

[B] An evaluation of the adequacy of current
Department of Defense resources (including
virtual and constructive training assets as well
as military lands, marine areas, and airspace
available in the United States and overseas)
to meet those current and future training
range requirements.

[3] The plan shall include the following:
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[A] Proposals to enhance training range
capabilities and address any shortfalls in
current Department of Defense resources
identified pursuant to the assessment and
evaluation conducted under paragraph (2);

bl

Secretary of Defense shall submit to Congress a
report describing the progress made in
implementing this subsection, including:

[A] The plan developed under paragraph (1);

[B] The results of the assessment and evaluation
conducted under paragraph (2); and

[C] Any recommendation that the Secretary may
have for legislative or regulatory changes to
address training constraints identified
pursuant to this section.

At the same time as the President submits to
Congress the budget for each of fiscal years 2005
through FY08, the Secretary shall submit to
Congress a report describing the progress made in
implementing the plan and any additional actions
taken, or to be taken, to address training
constraints caused by limitations on the use of
military lands, marine areas, and airspace.
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[b] Readiness Reporting Improvement—Not later than 30
June 2003, the Secretary of Defense, using existing
measures within the authority of the Secretary, shall
submit to Congress a report on the plans of the
Department of Defense to improve the Global Status of
Resources and Training System to reflect the readiness
impact that training constraints caused by limitations
on the use of military lands, marine areas, and airspace
have on specific units of the Armed Forces.

[c] Training Range Inventory—(1) The Secretary of Defense
shall develop and maintain a training range inventory
for each of the Armed Forces—

[A] To identify all available operation
training ranges;

[B] To identify all training capacities and
capabilities available at each training range; and

[C] To identify all training constraints caused by
limitations on the use of military lands, marine
areas, and airspace at each training range.

[2] The Secretary of Defense shall submit an initial
inventory to Congress at the same time as the
President submits the budget for fiscal year 2004,
and shall submit an updated inventory to Congress
at the same time as the President submits the
budget for fiscal years 2005 through 2008.

[d] GAO Evaluation—The Secretary of Defense shall
transmit copies of each report required by Subsections
(a) and (b) to the Comptroller General. Within 60 days
after receiving a report, the Comptroller General shall
submit to Congress an evaluation of the report.

[e] Armed Forces Defined—In this section, the term “Armed
Forces” means the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps.

National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2007

Sec. 348. Five-Year Extension of Annual Report on Training
Range Sustainment Plan and Training Range Inventory.

Section 366 of the Bob Stump National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 107-314;
116 Stat. 2522; 10 USC 113 note) is amended—

[1] in Subsections (a)(5) and (c)(2), by striking ‘fiscal
years 2005 through 2008” and inserting ‘fiscal years
2005 through 2013’; and
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[2] in Subsection (d), by striking ‘within 60 days of
receiving a report” and inserting "within 90 days of
receiving a report”.

The National Defense Authorization Act
for Fiscal Year 2004

Sec. 320. Report Regarding Impact of Civilian Community
Encroachment and Certain Legal Requirements on Military
Installations and Ranges and Plan to Address Encroachment.

[a] Study Required—The Secretary of Defense shall conduct
a study on the impact, if any, of the following types of
encroachment issues affecting military installations and
operational ranges:

[1] Civilian community encroachment on those military
installations and ranges whose operational training
activities, research, development, test, and
evaluation activities, or other operational, test and
evaluation, maintenance, storage, disposal, or other
support functions require, or in the future may
require, safety or operational buffer areas. The
requirement for such a buffer area may be due to a
variety of factors, including air operations, ordnance
operations and storage, or other activities that
generate or might generate noise, electromagnetic
interference, ordnance arcs, or environmental
impacts that require or may require safety or
operational buffer areas.

[2] Compliance by the Department of Defense with
State Implementation Plans for Air Quality under
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act (42 USC 7410).

[3] Compliance by the Department of Defense with
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 USC 6901 et seq.)
and the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC
9601 et seq.).

[b] Matter to be Included with Respect to Civilian Community
Encroachment—Wwith respect to paragraph (1) of
Subsection (a), the study shall include the following:

[1] A list of all military installations described in
Subsection (a)(1) at which civilian community
encroachment is occurring.

[2] A description and analysis of the types and degree
of such civilian community encroachments at each
military installation included on the list.
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[3] An analysis, including views and estimates of the
Secretary of Defense, of the current and potential
future impact of such civilian community
encroachment on operational training activities,
research, development, test, and evaluation
activities, and other significant operational, test
and evaluation, maintenance, storage, disposal, or
other support functions performed by military
installations included on the list. The analysis shall
include the following:

[A] A review of training and testing ranges at
military installations, including laboratories
and technical centers of the military
departments included on the list; and

[B] A description and explanation of the trends of
such encroachment, as well as consideration of
potential future readiness problems resulting
from unabated encroachment.

[4] An estimate of the costs associated with the current
and anticipated partnerships between the
Department of Defense and non-Federal entities to
create buffer zones to preclude further development
around military installations included on the list,
and the costs associated with the conveyance of
surplus property around such military installations
for purposes of creating buffer zones.

[5] Options and recommendations for possible
legislative or budgetary changes necessary to
mitigate current and anticipated future civilian
community encroachment problems.

Matters to Be Included With Respect to Compliance with
Specified Laws—With respect to paragraphs (2) and (3)
of Subsection (a), the study shall include the following:

[1] A list of all military installations and other
locations at which the Armed Forces are
encountering problems related to compliance with
the laws specified in such paragraphs.

[2] A description and analysis of the types and degree
of compliance problems encountered.

[3] An analysis, including views and estimates of
the Secretary of Defense, of the current and
potential future impact of such compliance
problems on the following functions performed
at military installations.

[A] Operational training activities.
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[d]

[e]
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[B] Research, development, test, and
evaluation activities.

[C] Other significant operational, test and
evaluation, maintenance, storage, disposal, or
other support functions.

[4] A description and explanation of the trends of such
compliance problems, as well as consideration of
potential future readiness problems resulting from
such compliance problems.

Plan to Respond to Encroachment Issues—

On the basis of the study conducted under Subsection
(a), including the specific matter required to be
addressed by Subsections (b) and (c), the Secretary of
Defense shall prepare a plan to respond to the
encroachment issues described in Subsection (a)
affecting military installations and operational ranges.

Reporting Requirements—The Secretary of Defense shall
submit to the Committee on Armed Services of the
Senate and the Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives the following reports
regarding the study conducted under subsection (a),
including the specific matters required to be addressed
by subsections (b) and (c):

[1] Not later than January 31, 2004, an interim report
describing the progress made in conducting the
study and containing the information collected
under the study as of that date.

[2] Not later than January 31, 2006, a report
containing the results of the study and the
encroachment response plan required by
subsection (d).

[3] Not later than January 31, 2007, and each January
31 thereafter, through January 31, 2010 a report
describing the progress made in implementing the
encroachment response plan.
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Service Mission Area Descriptions
and Definitions

Army

Movement and Maneuver—The related tasks and systems
that move forces to achieve a position of advantage in
relation to the enemy. It includes those tasks associated with
employing forces in combination with direct fire or fire
potential (maneuver), force projection (movement), and
mobility and counter-mobility. Movement and maneuver are
the means by which commanders concentrate combat power
to achieve surprise, shock, momentum, and dominance. For
the purposes of the encroachment and capability
assessments discussed in Chapter 3 of this report, each range
will be assessed for its ability to support three movements
and maneuver task areas:

» Infantry
» Armor

» Aviation

Fire Support—The related tasks and systems that provide
collective and coordinated use of Army indirect fires, joint
fires, and offensive information operations. It includes those
tasks associated with integrating and synchronizing the
effects of these types of fires with the other operating
functions to accomplish operational and tactical objectives.
For the purposes of the encroachment and capability
assessments discussed in Chapter 3 of this report, each range
will be assessed for its ability to support two fire support
task areas:

» Field Artillery

» Air Defense Artillery
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Intelligence—The related tasks and systems that facilitate
understanding of the enemy, terrain, weather, and civil
considerations. It includes those tasks associated with
intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. The intelligence
operating function is a flexible and adjustable architecture of
procedures, personnel, organizations, and equipment that
provide relevant information and products relating to the
threat, civil populace, and environment to commanders.

Sustainment—The related tasks and systems that provide
support and services to ensure freedom of action, extend
operational reach, and prolong endurance. Sustainment
facilitates uninterrupted operations through means of
adequate logistic support. It is accomplished through supply
systems, maintenance, and other services that ensure
continuous support throughout an operation.

Command and Control—The related tasks and systems that
support commanders in exercising authority and direction.
It includes those tasks associated with acquiring friendly
information, managing all relevant information, and
directing and leading subordinates. Command and control
has two components: the commander and the command and
control system. Information systems—including
communications systems, intelligence-support systems, and
computer networks—form the backbone of command and
control systems. They allow commanders to lead from
anywhere in their AO. Through command and control,
commanders initiate and integrate all operating functions.

Protection—The related tasks and systems that preserve the
force so the commander can apply maximum combat power.
Preserving the force includes protecting personnel (combatant
and noncombatant), physical assets, and information of the
United States and multinational partners. For the purposes of
the encroachment and capability assessments discussed in
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Chapter 3 of this report, each range will be assessed for its
ability to support three protection task areas:

» Engineering
» Chemical

» Military Police

Navy

Strike Warfare (STW)—The set of friendly force air, surface,
subsurface, and land-based offensive tactics and operations
associated with identifying, targeting, and engaging fixed,
mobile, and time-sensitive land-based targets using air-to-
ground (A-G) weapons. The STW range also supports tactics
and operations associated with manned and unmanned
Tactical Airborne Reconnaissance, Unmanned Combat Air
Vehicles, Suppression of Enemy Air Defenses (SEAD), Close
Air Support (CAS), and engagement of fixed and mobile
land-based targets using naval surface gunfire and sea-
launched cruise missiles.

Electronic Combat (EC)—The set of friendly offensive and
defensive tactics and operations associated with Electronic
Attack and Electronic Protect activities. The EC range
function supports identifying, degrading, or denying hostile
forces the effective use of their battlefield surveillance,
targeting radar and electro-optical systems, communications,
counter-fire equipment, and electronically fused munitions.
It is a subset of Command and Control Warfare.

Anti-Air Warfare (AAW)—The set of friendly force offensive
and defensive surface-to-air (S-A) and air-to-air (A-A) tactics
and operations associated with defending friendly air, surface,
and land forces from emergent hostile air threats, whether
launched from air, surface, or subsurface platforms. The
AAW range function also supports the set of friendly force
offensive A-A tactics and operations associated with gaining
and maintaining air superiority or air supremacy of the battle
space. The AAW range function supports the use of electronic
decoys and electronic jammers used by friendly forces for the
purpose of counter-targeting against airborne threats.

Anti-Surface Warfare (ASUW)—The set of friendly force air,
surface, and subsurface offensive and defensive tactics and
operations associated with detection, surveillance, and
engagement of contacts, critical contacts of interest, and
hostile at-sea surface forces. In addition to traditional
training against large ships, the ASUW range function also
supports a variety of training activities against small boats,
swarm attacks, and fast-moving surface vessels. The ASUW
range function may also support offensive tactics and
operations against designated surface targets located in
ports, harbors, and anchorages.
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Mine Warfare (MW)—The set of friendly force air, surface,
and subsurface offensive and defensive tactics and
operations associated with mine-laying and Mine Counter
Measures (MCM). Offensive minelaying operations aim to
dislocate the enemy war efforts and improve the security of
friendly sea lines of communications by destroying, or
threatening to destroy, enemy seaborne forces. MCM
includes active measures (to locate and clear mined areas),
passive measures (to include small object avoidance and ship
routing around high threat areas), and self-protective
measures (ship signature reduction).

Amphibious Warfare (AMW)-—The set of friendly force
offensive and defensive tactics and operations associated with
providing expeditionary forces capable of projecting power
ashore from the sea to accomplish a specific objective. The
AMW range function may support establishing and
sustaining landing forces ashore for extended periods or
putting landing forces ashore only for a short period of time
before withdrawing them. The AMW range function
supports virtually every type of ship, aircraft, weapon,
special operations force, and landing force employed in
concerted military efforts described by the Operational
Maneuver from the Sea (OMFTS) doctrine, which includes
Expeditionary Maneuver Warfare, and Ship to Objective
Maneuver. As a result, the AMW range function supports
tactics and operations associated with all phases of ESG and
MEU missions using OMFTS, including both amphibious
assault and vertical assault tactics. The AMW range function
does not support specific post-landing tactics and operations.

Anti-Submarine (ASW)—The set of friendly force air, surface,
and subsurface offensive and defensive tactics and
operations associated with countering hostile and
potentially hostile submarine threats. The ASW range
function may support open-ocean, choke point, and littoral
anti-submarine missions, including detection, classification,
surveillance, localization, tracking, and attack.

Naval Special Warfare (NSW)—The set of friendly force air,
surface, subsurface, and land-based offensive and defensive
tactics and operations associated with the five principal NSW
missions: Combating Terrorism, Counter Proliferation, Special
Reconnaissance, Direct Action, and Unconventional Warfare.
The NSW range function supports identifying, targeting, and
engaging fixed, mobile, and time sensitive land-based targets
using the entire inventory of NSW weapons.
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Marine Corps

Individual Level Training: The set of core and core plus skills
associated with the USMC Individual Training Standards
(ITS) for each element of a Marine Air Ground Task Force
(MAGTE). Accordingly, the Individual Level training range
provides and supports the most basic training environment
associated with the MAGTF Aviation Combat Element (ACE),
Ground Combat Element (GCE)—and Combat Service Support
Element (CSSE)—The Individual Level training range also
reinforces basic infantry combat skills and supports those
specific training requirements and skills associated with
progressive USMC ITS and the program of instruction at each
USMC Formal School.

Unit Level Training: The set of friendly force small unit
offensive and defensive tactics and operations associated with
expeditionary MAGTEF forces against hostile or potentially
hostile forces. The Unit Level training range supports all
types of aircraft, weapons, special operations forces, landing
forces, and ground forces employed in concerted military
efforts described by the Marine Corps” Expeditionary
Maneuver Warfare (EMW) doctrine, which includes
Operational Maneuver from the Sea (OMFTS) and Ship to
Objective Maneuver (STOM). It includes tactics and
operations associated with all training phases of small unit
level missions of a MAGTF.

Marine Expeditionary Unit Level Training: The set of
friendly force offensive and defensive tactics and operations
associated with expeditionary MAGTF forces against hostile
or potentially hostile forces. The MEU Level training range
supports all types of aircraft, weapons, special operations
forces, landing forces, and ground forces employed in
concerted military presence and engagement efforts described
by the USMC’s EMW doctrine, to include OMFTS and STOM.

Marine Expeditionary Brigade Level Training: The set of
friendly force offensive and defensive tactics and operations
associated with small-scale contingency expeditionary
MAGTEF forces against hostile or potentially hostile forces.
The MEB Level training range supports all types of aircraft,
weapons, special operations forces, landing forces, and
ground forces that will be employed in concerted crisis
response military efforts that are characterized by high-
density, high-risk operations.
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Air Force

Strategic Attack—Offensive action conducted by

command authorities aimed at generating effects that most
directly achieve our national security objectives by affecting
the adversary’s leadership, conflict-sustaining resources,
and strategy.

Counterair—Operations to attain and maintain a desired
degree of air superiority by the destruction, degradation, or
disruption of enemy forces. Counterair’s two elements,
offensive counterair (OCA) and defensive counterair (DCA),
enable friendly use of contested airspace and disable the
enemy’s offensive air and missile capabilities to reduce the
threat posed against friendly forces.

Counterspace—Kinetic and nonkinetic operations
conducted to attain and maintain a desired degree of space
superiority by the destruction, degradation, or disruption of
enemy space capability. Counterspace operations have an
offensive and a defensive component.

Counterland—Air and space operations against enemy land
force capabilities to dominate the surface environment and
prevent the opponent from doing the same. Counterland is
composed of two discrete air operations for engaging enemy
land forces: air interdiction, in which air maneuver
indirectly supports land maneuver or directly supports an
air scheme of maneuver, and close air support (CAS), in
which air maneuver directly supports land maneuver.

Countersea—Specialized collateral tasks performed in the
maritime environment such as sea surveillance, antiship
warfare, protection of sea lines of communications through
antisubmarine and antiair warfare, aerial minelaying, and
air refueling in support of naval campaigns with the
objective of gaining control of the medium and, to the
extent possible, dominating operations either in conjunction
with naval forces or independently.

Information Operations—Actions taken to influence, affect,
or defend information, systems, and/or decision-making of
an adversary’s “observe-orient-decide-act” (OODA) loop
while protecting our own.

Electronic Combat Support—Actions involving the use of
electromagnetic and directed energy to control the
electromagnetic spectrum or to attack the enemy across the
electromagnetic battlespace. The operational elements of
electronic warfare operations are electronic attack,
electronic protection, and electronic warfare support.

Command and Control—The battlespace management process
of planning, directing, coordinating, and controlling forces
and operations. It involves the integration of a system of
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procedures, organizational structures, personnel, equipment,
facilities, information, and communications designed to
enable a commander to exercise authority and direction
across the range of military operations.

Air Drop—Air Drop is the delivery of personnel and materiel
from an aircraft in flight to a drop zone (DZ). Most airdrop
procedures use parachutes to deliver loads to the ground,
such as heavy equipment, container delivery systems, and
personnel. Another airdrop procedure is free fall delivery.
This involves dropping relatively small items, such as
packaged meals or unbreakable objects like hay bales without
the use of a parachute. Airdrop allows commanders to project
and sustain combat power into areas where a suitable ALZ or
a ground transportation network may not be available.

Air Refueling—The in-flight transfer of fuel between tanker
and receiver aircraft.

Spacelift—The delivery of satellites, payloads, and materiel
to space.

Special Operations—The use of special airpower operations
(denied territory mobility, surgical firepower, and special
tactics) to conduct the following special operations
functions: unconventional warfare, direct action, special
reconnaissance, counterterrorism, foreign internal defense,
psychological operations, and counterproliferation.

Intelligence, Surveillance & Reconnaissance—Activities
involving the systematic observation of air, space, surface, or
subsurface areas, places, persons, or things, by visual, aural,
electronic, photographic, or other means; obtaining specific
information about the activities and resources of an enemy or
potential enemy through visual observation or other detection
methods; or by securing data concerning the meteorological,
hydrographic, or geographic characteristics of a particular
area; and the resulting product of such activities.
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Table C-1 Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Benning

Comments

Capabilities

1. 38% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Scoring & Feedback Systems is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability : Assigned Training : Color : Comments
Attributes Mission i
Movement and Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units are due to minor workarounds.
Maneuver
Fire Support Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units are due to minor workarounds
Landspace Intelligence Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units are due to minor workarounds
Sustainment Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units are due to minor workarounds
Command and Control Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units are due to minor workarounds
Protection Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units are due to minor workarounds.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
X installations to support UAV training.
Airspace o SRS IR P s R S AT B I s e TR I
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command and Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Maneuver
SRS Fire Support o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Feedback System  Intelligence @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Command and Control o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Protection o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Movement and BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Small Arms . l\/Ianeuver ...........................................................................................................................................................................
Ranges Sustainment BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Protection BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Movement and BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Maneuver
Collective Ranges
Protection BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Movement and BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Maneuver
Fire Support BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap
MOUT Facilities Intelligence BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Sustainment BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Command and Control BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
Protection BRAC support ranges will create a capability gap.
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Encroachment

1. 35% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by Encroachment factors.
2. Noise Restrictions, Adjacent Land Use, and Wetlands are the three encroachment factors most impacting the training mission.
3. The mission areas of Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, Intelligence, and Protection are most impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment : Assigned Training : Color ! Comment
Factors ! Mission !
Threatened & Movement and ® New ranges/maneuver corridors to support the Armor School could result
Endangered Maneuver in mitigation requirements that could severely impact training.
:szleSICrltlcal Fire Support ® New ranges/maneuver corridors to support the Armor School could result
anitat in mitigation requirements that could severely impact training.
Intelligence ® New ranges/maneuver corridors to support the Armor School could result
in mitigation requirements that could severely impact training.
Sustainment ® New ranges/maneuver corridors to support the Armor School could result
in mitigation requirements that could severely impact training.
Command and Control ® New ranges/maneuver corridors to support the Armor School could result
in mitigation requirements that could severely impact training.
Protection ® New ranges/maneuver corridors to support the Armor School could result
in mitigation requirements that could severely impact training.
Noise Restrictions Movement and Increased noise due to new ranges has acerbated current restrictions.
Maneuver
Fire Support Increased noise due to new ranges has acerbated current restrictions.
Intelligence Increased noise due to new ranges has acerbated current restrictions.
Protection Increased noise due to new ranges has acerbated current restrictions.
Adjacent Land Movement and Urban sprawl has increased environmental pressures on the installation that result in training restrictions.
Use Maneuver
Fire Support Urban spraw! has increased environmental pressures on the installation that result in training restrictions
Intelligence Urban sprawl has increased environmental pressures on the installation that result in training restrictions
Protection Urban sprawl has increased environmental pressures on the installation that result in training restrictions.
Wetlands Movement and Over 11% of training restrictions on the installation are due wetlands.
Maneuver
Fire Support
Intelligence
Sustainment
Command and Control Over 11% of training restrictions on the installation are due wetlands.
Protection Over 11% of training restrictions on the installation are due wetlands.
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Bliss:

Comments

Capabilities

1. 24% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. MOUT Facilities is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Comments

Capability

Assigned Color

Attributes  : Training Mission :

Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more

Maneuver installations to support UAV training.

Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.

Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more

Airspace installations to support UAV training.

The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.

Protection The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.

Movement and Interim Instrumentation System capability exists.

Maneuver There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-on-Force training exercises.

Fire Support Interim Instrumentation System capability exists.

There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-on-Force training exercises.

Scoring & Feedback Intelligence Interim Instrumentation System capability exists.

System There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-on-Force training exercises.
Command Control Interim Instrumentation System capability exists.
There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-on-Force training exercises.
Protection Interim Instrumentation System capability exists.
There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-on-Force training exercises.
Movement and Training roads and roads less traveled are deteriorating.
Maneuver Maintenance of frequented roads is needed to support mobility
Fire Support Training roads and roads less traveled are deteriorating.
Maintenance of frequented roads is needed to support mobility
Intelligence Training roads and roads less traveled are deteriorating.
Maintenance of frequented roads is needed to support mobility
Infrastructure .......... R L B L L e L L LR R EEEEREEE REEEE B L e L LR R R L LEEER R
Sustainment Training roads and roads less traveled are deteriorating.
Maintenance of frequented roads is needed to support mobility
Command Control Training roads and roads less traveled are deteriorating.
Maintenance of frequented roads is needed to support mobility
Protection Training roads and roads less traveled are deteriorating.
Maintenance of frequented roads is needed to support mobility
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range Support Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex

Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
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Capability Assigned Color Comments

Attributes  : Training Mission :

Movement and ® BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.
Maneuver
Small Arms Ranges  Systainment @ | BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.
Protection [ ) BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.
Movement and ® BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.
Maneuver
i Fire Support o BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed
Collective Ranges e
Sustainment [ ) BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed
Protection o BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.
Movement and ® BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.
Maneuver
. Intelligence [ ) BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed
MOUT Facilities ... e
Sustainment o BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed
Command Control o BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed
Protection [ ) BRAC construction challenges. GTA ranges are still not programmed.

Encroachment

1. 0% of the range/range complex mission is impacted by encroachment factors.

Encroachment |  Assigned Color Comment

Factors : Training Mission :

No Comments
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Bragg

Comments

Capabilities

1. 31% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Infrastructure is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability

Attributes

:  Assigned
: Training Mission

Comments

Movement and

Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.

Maneuver
Fire Support Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Landspace Intelligence Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Sustainment Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Command Control Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Protection Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at
Maneuver more installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at
. more installations to support UAV training.
irspace e e L RS e, B NP [ e
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at
more installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at
more installations to support UAV training.
Movement and ® No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force
Maneuver training exercise.
Fire Support o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force
training exerci
Scoring & Feedback Intelligence o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force
System training exercise.
Command Control ® No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force
training exercise.
Protection ® No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force
training exercise.
Movement and o Roads and parking that support mobilization are in poor shape due inadequate funding. The
Maneuver installation is behind in SRM funding.
Fire Support ® Roads and parking that support mobilization are in poor shape due inadequate funding. The
installation is behind in SRM funding.
Intelligence o Roads and parking that support mobilization are in poor shape due inadequate funding. The
I installation is behind in SRM funding.
n rastructure ........................................................................................................................................................................................
Sustainment Roads and parking that support mobilization are in poor shape due inadequate funding. The

Protection
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Capability i  Assigned i Color Comments
Attributes : Training Mission : :
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range SUPPOrt L e
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Command Control Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Movement and Collective aviation range capability gap.
Maneuver
. Fire Support Collective aviation range capability gap.
Collective Ranges . .
Sustainment Collective aviation range capability gap.
Protection Collective aviation range capability gap.
Encroachment

1. 0% of the range/range complex mission is impacted by encroachment factors

Encroachment |  Assigned : Color Comment

Factors Training Mission

No Comments
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Campbell
Comments

Capabilities

1. 31% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace and Infrastructure are the capability attributes most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability :  Assigned : Color : Comments
Attributes i Training Mission : :
Movement and ® Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds. Current requirement is 8 times the
Maneuver available training land.
Fire Support ® Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds. Current requirement is 8 times the
available training land.
Intelligence o Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds. Current requirement is 8 times the
Land available training land.
andspace e SRS 00 ORI B RN e e I BT
Sustainment ® Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds. Current requirement is 8 times the
available training land.
Command Control o Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds. Current requirement is 8 times the
available training land.
Protection o Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds. Current requirement is 8 times the
available training land.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
. installations to support UAV training.
irspace e D A N R S e e e e
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
Maneuver on-Force training exercises.
Fire Support Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Scoring & Intelligence Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
Feedback System on-Force training exercises.
Command Control Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Protection Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Movement and ® Major repair and maintenance backlog on surfaced training area roads.
Maneuver
Fire Support [ ) Major repair and maintenance backlog on surfaced training area roads
Intelligence @ | Major repair and maintenance backlog on surfaced training area roads
IS rUCtUrE e
Sustainment o Major repair and maintenance backlog on surfaced training area roads
Command Control [ ) Major repair and maintenance backlog on surfaced training area roads
Protection @ | Major repair and maintenance backlog on surfaced training area roads.
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Capability :  Assigned : Color : Comments
Attributes i Training Mission : :
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range SUPPOIt s
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Command Control Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Movement and Collective aviation range capability gap.
Maneuver
X Fire Support Collective aviation range capability gap.
Collective Ranges . L.
Sustainment Collective aviation range capability gap.
Protection Collective aviation range capability gap.
Encroachment

1. 0% of the range/range complex mission is impacted by encroachment factors.

Encroachment | Assigned Color Comment

Factors i Training Mission :

No Comments
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Carson/Pinion Canyon Maneuver Site

Comments

Capabilities

1. 58% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Land-Space is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Comments

Capability

Assigned Color

Attributes : Training Mission |

Movement and ® Doctrinal training land shortfall requires units to do minor workarounds.
Maneuver Additional GTA requirements further enhance this shortfall.
Fire Support ® Doctrinal training land shortfall requires units to do minor workarounds.
Additional GTA requirements further enhance this shortfall.
Intelligence ® Doctrinal training land shortfall requires units to do minor workarounds.
Al Additional GTA requirements further enhance this shortfall.
and Space e RS NT N B e L
Sustainment ® Doctrinal training land shortfall requires units to do minor workarounds.
Additional GTA requirements further enhance this shortfall.
Command Control ® Doctrinal training land shortfall requires units to do minor workarounds.
Additional GTA requirements further enhance this shortfall.
Protection ® Doctrinal training land shortfall requires units to do minor workarounds.
Additional GTA requirements further enhance this shortfall.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
. installations to support UAV training.
irspace R IR NP FE e RS e B B NP s
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and ® No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Maneuver
Scoring & Fire Support o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Feedback System  Intelligence @ | NoInstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Command Control o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Protection o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Movement and Collective range capability not complete until 2014. GTA increases will stress facilities.
Maneuver
Collective Ranges e Support | T | Collective range capability not complete until 2014. GTA increases wil stress facilities.
Sustainment Collective range capability not complete until 2014. GTA increases will stress facilities.
Protection Collective range capability not complete until 2014. GTA increases will stress facilities.
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Encroachment

1. 15% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Air Quality and Adjacent Land Use are the two encroachment factors most impacting the training mission.
3. The mission areas of Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, and Protection are most impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment : Assigned
Factors : Training Missi !

Movement and 16% of the operational area is restricted for use of pyro/smoke.
Maneuver

Air Quality Fire Support 16% of the operational area is restricted for use of pyro/smoke.
Protection 16% of the operational area is restricted for use of pyro/smoke.
Movement and Urban sprawl impacts noise and Air Quality issues.

Adjacent Land Maneuver

Use Fire Support Urban sprawl impacts noise and Air Quality issues.
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Drum

Comments

Capabilities

1. 40% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace and Infrastructure are the capability attributes most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, Intelligence, and Command and Control are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability

Assigned

Comments

Attributes

: Training Mission

Movement and
Maneuver

Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.

Land Space
Protection o Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
X installations to support UAV training.
Alrspace ......... SRRSELEREEEILEERRIEER SECCECIELLLE: SESCELE e ERRAREEELRETEEEE ERSRREL LR LLL LR L LLLERERRE ARRRRELEEEERREELLE ERRRELEEEEREELEE R ARRREELEEEEEELLL LR
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and ® No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Maneuver
. Fire Support
Scoring & Feedback ......".7." pport ’
System Intelligence ()
Command Control o
Protection [ ) No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Movement and ® 26 out of 40 training area bridges are in need of replacement or repair.
Maneuver
Fire Support
Infrastructure Intelligence ..
Sustainment
Command Control
Protection o 26 out of 40 training area bridges are in need of replacement or repair.
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range Support Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex

Protection
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Encroachment

1. 18% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Noise Restrictions and Adjacent Land Use are the two encroachment factors most impacting the training mission.
3. The mission areas of Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, Intelligence, and Protection are most impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment |  Assigned : Color : Comment
Factors : Training Mission : !

Movement and No artillery fire within 1 KM of the boundary.
Maneuver

Noise Restrictions  [ire Support No artillery fire within 1 KM of the boundar
Intelligence
Protection No artillery fire within 1 KM of the boundary.
Movement and Urban land use restricts live fire.
Maneuver

Adjacent Land Use Fire Support Urban land use restricts live fire.
Intelligence Urban land use restricts live fire.
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Hood

Comments

Capabilities

1. 31% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability

Attributes

:  Assigned
: Training Mission :

i Color :

Comments

Movement and
Maneuver

Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.

Land Space
Protection @ | Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
i installations to support UAV training.
Alrspace ......... .................................. ................ SRR ............................
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and ® No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Maneuver
Scoring & Fire Support @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Feedback System  Intelligence @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Command Control @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Protection @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range Support Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex

Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Movement and Modernization construction has to be spread out to maintain predeployment training capability.
Maneuver
Gollctve Ranges_ F1eSupport | © | Moderizatonconstrcton s obe spread ot t mantin prodeployment g cpabiy.
Sustainment Modernization construction has to be spread out to maintain predeployment training capability.
CProtecton | | Modernization construction has to be spread out to maintain predeployment training capabiity.
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Capability

Attributes

Assigned

i Color :

Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Comments

MOUT Facilities

Training Mission :

Movement and
Maneuver

Protection

Urban operations facilities gap (to be completed in 2012).

Urban operations facilities gap (to be completed in 2012).

Encroachment

1. 5% of the range/range complex mission is SEVERELY impacted by encroachment factors and 32% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted

by encroachment factors.
2. Threatened & Endangered Species/Critical Habitat, Air Quality, and Adjacent Land Use are the encroachment factors most impacting the training mission.
3. The mission areas of Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, and Protection are most impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment
Factors

Assigned

i Training Mission :

: Color :

Movement and Restrictions on thinning habitat, impacts use by units. 12% of op area has digging restrictions.
Maneuver
Threatened & Fire Support Restrictions on thinning habitat, impacts use by units. 12% of op area has digging restrictions
Endangered Intelligence Restrictions on thinning habitat, impacts use by units. 12% of op area has digging restrictions
species/critical .......... ............ ....................... e . ...........................
Habitat Sustainment Restrictions on thinning habitat, impacts use by units. 12% of op area has digging restrictions
Command Control Restrictions on thinning habitat, impacts use by units. 12% of op area has digging restrictions
Protection Restrictions on thinning habitat, impacts use by units. 12% of op area has digging restrictions
Movement and Flight ceilings are restricted due to TES.
Maneuver
Airspace Fire Support Flight ceilings are restricted due to TES.
Intelligence Flight ceilings are restricted due to TES.
Command Control Flight ceilings are restricted due to TES.
Movement and 32% of the operational area is restricted from using smoke for training.
Maneuver
B AT for trainin
Protection 32% of the operational area is restricted from using smoke for training.
Movement and Urban land use compounds other issues.
AdjacentLand Use M0y e e
Protection Urban land use compounds other issues.
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Army Installation: Fort Irwin

Comments

Capabilities

1. 61% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Infrastructure is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability : Assigned Training : Color : Comments
Attributes ! Mission :
Movement and Maneuver [ ) Due to completion of 75% of land acquisition. Assumes final completion of land acquisition in FYQ9.
Fire Support [ ) Due to completion of 75% of land acquisition. Assumes final completion of land acquisition in FY09
S Intelligence [ ) Due to completion of 75% of land acquisition. Assumes final completion of land acquisition in FY09
Land pace .............................................................................................................................................................................................
Sustainment [ ) Due to completion of 75% of land acquisition. Assumes final completion of land acquisition in FY09
Command Control [ ) Due to completion of 75% of land acquisition. Assumes final completion of land acquisition in FYQ9.
Protection [ ) Due to completion of 75% of land acquisition. Assumes final completion of land acquisition in FYQ9.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
i installations to support UAV training.
A"-space ......... SRR L L L e L] CLLTEEREEREE EERRRERS R L e e R L LR R R LLERERREELE
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and ® Installation’s road network is in a failing condition with surface cracking, potholes, and improper drainage.
Maneuver There was significant damage in 2007 due to extensive late winter and early spring rain storms.
Fire Support ® Installation’s road network is in a failing condition with surface cracking, potholes, and improper drainage.
There was significant damage in 2007 due to extensive late winter and early spring rain storms.
Intelligence ® Installation’s road network is in a failing condition with surface cracking, potholes, and improper drainage.
There was significant damage in 2007 due to extensive late winter and early spring rain storms.
Infrastructure .......... e e e e RRSRRRRL LR SAREELLLLLLLLLELEREEE ERLELLLELEREE e
Sustainment ® Installation’s road network is in a failing condition with surface cracking, potholes, and improper drainage.
There was significant damage in 2007 due to extensive late winter and early spring rain storms.
Command Control ® Installation’s road network is in a failing condition with surface cracking, potholes, and improper drainage.
There was significant damage in 2007 due to extensive late winter and early spring rain storms.
Protection ® Installation’s road network is in a failing condition with surface cracking, potholes, and improper drainage.
There was significant damage in 2007 due to extensive late winter and early spring rain storms.
Movement and Maneuver Live-fire capability requires recapitalization.
. Fire Support Live-fire capability requires recapitalization
co"ectheRanges .......... e R L R RLLERE RRRELEEEE R L e LR R
Sustainment Live-fire capability requires recapitalization
Protection Live-fire capability requires recapitalization.
Movement and Maneuver Urban operations facilities modernization is phased across the POM.
MOUT Facilities
Protection Urban operations facilities modernization is phased across the POM.
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Encroachment

1. 5% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Adjacent Land Use is the encroachment factor most impacting the training mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver and Fire Support are the most affected mission areas.

Encroachment : Assigned Training : Color ! Comment
Factors ! Mission : !
Movement and Recreational vehicle use and grazing have prevented the opening of area UTM-90 (27,000 acres) for
Adjacent Land Maneuver training and it is not possible for two BCTs to maneuver concurrently. Current plan would remove
Use restrictions by 2009.
Intelligence NASA complex causes some mission encroachment.
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Army Installation: Fort Lewis

Comments

Capabilities

1. 53% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace and Infrastructure are the capability attributes most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, Intelligence, and Command and Control are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability i  Assigned  : Color: Comments
Attributes | Training Mission : :
Movement and Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.
Maneuver
Fire Support Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Land Space Intelligence Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.
Sustainment Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Command Control Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Protection Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
X installations to support UAV training.
Alrspace ......... AEEEREREIIEEEREEEEELEEE RLLEETERERE ERREERS e s RRRRREEILLLEEE e AEERRRRELLEEREEE e e
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
Maneuver on-Force training exercises.
Fire Support Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Scoring and Intelligence Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
Feedback on-Force training exercises.
Command Control Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Protection Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range Support Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Command Control Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
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Encroachment

1. 29% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors
2. Threatened & Endangered Species/Critical Habitat and Adjacent Land Use are the two encroachment factors most impacting the training mission.
3. All mission areas are equally impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment |  Assigned  : Color : Comment
Factors i Training Mission : !
Movement and Restricts training in 10% of the operational area.
Maneuver
Threatened & Fire Support Restricts training in 10% of the operational area.
Endangered Intelligence Restricts training in 10% of the operational area.
species/critical .......... SRR R R .......................... AR
Habitat Sustainment Restricts training in 10% of the operational area.
Command Control Restricts training in 10% of the operational area
Protection Restricts training in 10% of the operational area.
Movement and Restricts training in 10% of the operational area. Urban spraw! around the installation makes the
Maneuver installation an island of biodiversity.
Fire Support Restricts training in 10% of the operational area. Urban sprawl around the installation makes the
installation an island of biodiversity.
Intelligence Restricts training in 10% of the operational area. Urban sprawl around the installation makes the
. installation an island of biodiversity
Adjacent Land Use : : e : - i
Sustainment Restricts training in 10% of the operational area. Urban sprawl around the installation makes the
installation an island of biodiversity.
Command Control Restricts training in 10% of the operational area. Urban sprawl around the installation makes the
installation an island of biodiversity.
Protection Restricts training in 10% of the operational area. Urban spraw! around the installation makes the
installation an island of biodiversity.
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Army Installation: Fort Polk

Comments

Capabilities

1. 75% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver, Sustainment, and Protection are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability i  Assigned : Color: Comments
Attributes ! Training Mission : :
Land Space Movement and Training land shortfall causes conflict between JRTC and home-station requirements.
Maneuver

Protection Training land shortfall causes conflict between JRTC and home-station requirements.
Airspace Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Small Arms Ranges Movement and Small areas support mission is increasing.
Maneuver
Sustainment Small areas support mission is increasing.
Protection Small areas support mission is increasing.
Encroachment

1. 0% of the range/range complex mission is impacted by encroachment factors.

Encroachment ! Assigned : Color Comment

Factors : Training Mission :

No Comments
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Army Installation: Fort Riley

Comments

Capabilities

1. 52% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability Assigned Training Color Comments
Attributes Mission :
Land Space Movement and Maneuver o Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
FreSupport | @ | Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
Cinteligence | @ | Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
Sustainment | @ | Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
Command Control | @ | Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
CProtection | @ | Doctrinal training land shortfall that forces all units to do workarounds.
Airspace Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
T S T sitaion s nknown it ot and v Ay s el 1 e mrs ool avspacs e
installations to support UAV training.
igorss T T sitaion ko it ot and v Ay s el 1 e s ool avspaos i e
installations to support UAV training.
Gommandcone T Thsiion i ko it ot and v A s el 1 redne s ool arspacs e
installations to support UAV training.
Scoring and Movement and Maneuver o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Feedback FreSupport | @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Cinteligence | @ | NoInstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
“Command Control | @ | No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
CProtection | @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Small Arms Movement and Maneuver Range complex changing to support BRAC and GTA increases.
Ha Sustammem ............................ Rangecomp|ex chang mg msupmeRA C andG TA mcr eases ............................................................
! Prot ect mn ............................... Rangecomp|ex chang mg msu pportBRA C and G TA mcr eases ............................................................
Collective Ranges Movement and Maneuver Large collective gunnery modernization is phased across POM.
! F” e Su pport ............................ |_a rgeco ”e Ct |ve gunne ry m odern |zat|on |s pha sed acr OSS P0|\/| ............................................................
! Sustammem ............................ |_a rgeco ”e Ct |ve gunne ry m odern |zat|on |s pha sed acr OSS P0|\/| ............................................................
! Prot ect mn ............................... |_a rgeco ”e Ct |ve gunne ry m odern |zat|on |s pha sed acr OSS P0|\/| ...........................................................
Encroachment

servati

1. 0% of the range/range complex mission is impacted by encroachment factors.

Encroachment Assigned Training Color Comment

Factors ! Mission

No Comments
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Army Installation: Fort Stewart

Comments

Capabilities

1. 38% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Scoring & Feedback Systems is the capability attribute most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area most severely impacted by various capability attributes

Capability :  Assigned : Color : Comments
Attributes  Training Mission : :
Movement and Doctrinal training land shortfall, however, conversion of a heavy unit to a light unit helps to offset the
Maneuver additional infantry brigade.
Fire Support Doctrinal training land shortfall, however, conversion of a heavy unit to a light unit helps to offset the
additional infantry brigade.
Intelligence Doctrinal training land shortfall, however, conversion of a heavy unit to a light unit helps to offset the
additional infantry brigade.
LandSPace .......... ARRRREILLEEEERCILEERRY ERRETLLELR ERMSEELE e R L L LR e e
Sustainment Doctrinal training land shortfall, however, conversion of a heavy unit to a light unit helps to offset the
additional infantry brigade.
Command Control Doctrinal training land shortfall, however, conversion of a heavy unit to a light unit helps to offset the
additional infantry brigade.
Protection Doctrinal training land shortfall, however, conversion of a heavy unit to a light unit helps to offset the
additional infantry brigade.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
. installations to support UAV training.
A"space ......... SERREEEEEELLLLEEEELLED EEEEERRREES L RRRE e [ERRRREEEEEREREILE ERSRLEL LR ILLE R R R LLEERREEE SRRRSRLEELEEELEEEE e SRR L LR RRLERLEE
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and P No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Maneuver
Fire Support @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
SCOMNG AN oo
Feedback Intelligence @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Command Control o No Instrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise
Protection @ | Nolnstrumentation System capability. No ability to conduct instrumented Live Force-on-Force training exercise.
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
RaNge SUPPOrt e
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Command Control Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex.
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Capability :  Assigned : Color : Comments
Attributes | Training Mission :
Movement and Range complex changing to support GTA increases.
Maneuver
Sma" Arms .......... e e B L LR LLEER R R LEEREREEE
Range Sustainment Range complex changing to support GTA increases.
Protection Range complex changing to support GTA increases.
Movement and Large collective gunnery modernization is phased across POM.
Maneuver
i Fire Support Large collective gunnery modernization is phased across POM
Collective Ranges ... . . . . . ... e
Sustainment Large collective gunnery modernization is phased across POM
Protection Large collective gunnery modernization is phased across POM.
Encroachment

1. 17% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Wetlands is the encroachment factor most impacting the training mission.
3. All' mission areas are equally impacted by this encroachment factor.

Encroachment i  Assigned  : Color: Comment
Factors i Training Mission : !

Movement and 64% of the operational area is restricted due to wetlands.
Maneuver
Fire Support 64% of the operational area is restricted due to wetlands

Wetland Intelligence 64% of the operational area is restricted due to wetlands

BN

Sustainment 64% of the operational area is restricted due to wetlands
Command Control 64% of the operational area is restricted due to wetlands
Protection 64% of the operational area is restricted due to wetlands.
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Army Installation: Fort Wainwright
Comments

Capabilities

1. 64% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Infrastructure and Range Support are the capability attributes most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, Intelligence, and Command and Control are the mission areas most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability Assigned Comments
Attributes  : Training Mission
Movement and Y Seasonal availability of ranges and training land limits the Army from leveraging this training land further.
Maneuver
Fire Support
Intelligence
Land Space g ....................
Sustainment
Command Control
Protection @ | Seasonal availability of ranges and training land limits the Army from leveraging this training land further.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
. installations to support UAV training.
A"space ......... SRRRELEEEELLEEREEIEERE RERREETELLE REREREED e e ARRRREEELLEEES e RRRE SRR EELLLEE e e
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.
Movement and Service roads and bridges are in poor condition and need repairs/replacement. Due to limited SRM funds,
Maneuver resurfacing of these roads has been deferred.
Fire Support Service roads and bridges are in poor condition and need repairs/replacement. Due to limited SRM funds,
resurfacing of these roads has been deferred.
Intelligence Service roads and bridges are in poor condition and need repairs/replacement. Due to limited SRM funds,
resurfacing of these roads has been deferred.
Infrastructure .......... ARRARRRSILLELEERELEES RERRERERREE RERRRRS ............ ............... ....................... e ; ..........................
Sustainment Service roads and bridges are in poor condition and need repairs/replacement. Due to limited SRM funds,
resurfacing of these roads has been deferred.
Command Control Service roads and bridges are in poor condition and need repairs/replacement. Due to limited SRM funds,
resurfacing of these roads has been deferred.
Protection Service roads and bridges are in poor condition and need repairs/replacement. Due to limited SRM funds,
resurfacing of these roads has been deferred.
Movement and Lack of range staff/personnel.
Maneuver
Fire Support Lack of range staff/personnel
Intelligence Lack of range staff/personnel
RaNge SUPPOrt e
Sustainment Lack of range staff/personnel
Command Control Lack of range staff/personnel
Protection Lack of range staff/personnel.
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Encroachment

1. 15% of the range/range complex mission is SEVERELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Wetlands is the encroachment factor most impacting the training mission.
3. All mission areas are equally impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment :  Assigned ; i Comment
Factors i Training Missio

Movement and ® Restricts digging on 76% of the installation and maneuver on 28% of the installation.
Maneuver

Fire Support @ | Restricts digging on 76% of the installation and maneuver on 28% of the installation
Intelligence o Restricts digging on 76% of the installation and maneuver on 28% of the installation

etlands e

Sustainment @ | Restricts digging on 76% of the installation and maneuver on 28% of the installation
Command Control @ | Restricts digging on 76% of the installation and maneuver on 28% of the installation
Protection o Restricts digging on 76% of the installation and maneuver on 28% of the installation.
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Army Installation: Fort Yakima

Comments

Capabilities

1. 38% of the range/range complex mission areas are Fully Mission Capable (FMC).
2. Landspace and Range Support are the capability attributes most severely impacting the overall Mission.
3. Movement and Maneuver is the mission area most severely impacted by various capability attributes.

Capability Comments

Attributes

Assigned

: Training Mission

Movement and Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.

Maneuver
Fire Support Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Land Space Intelligence Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Sustainment Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Command Control Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds
Protection Doctrinal training land shortfall that causes units to do minor workarounds.
Movement and The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
Maneuver installations to support UAV training.
Fire Support The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
X installations to support UAV training.
A"-space ......... SRSEEEEEECIEEEETCIEERS RECCEEEREE: RERSEEE e [ERREREEEERNEELEEE e B R LR LR ERRLLERRRREEE RRSRREEEEEEILLERE L
Intelligence The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more

installations to support UAV training.

Command Control The situation is unknown in the future and the Army is likely to require more controlled airspace at more
installations to support UAV training.

Movement and Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
Maneuver on-Force training exercises.
Fire Support Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Scoring and Intelligence Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
Feedback System on-Force training exercises.
Command Control Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Protection Interim Instrumentation System capability exists. There is limited capability to conduct instrumented Force-
on-Force training exercises.
Movement and Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Maneuver
Fire Support Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Range Support Intelligence Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Sustainment Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex

Protection Installation has less than 60% of Operations funding to operate the range complex
Movement and Small arms capability to support SBCTs.
Maneuver
S [ R Sustammem ......................... Smallarmscapab|l|ty tosupportSBCTs ..........................................................................................
. Pmt e ct |on ............................. Sm a” arm S Ca pab||| ty t 0 S upp Ort S B CTs ..........................................................................................
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Capability i  Assigned  : Color : Comments

Attributes ! Training Mission : :
Movement and Collective gunnery and aviation capability modernization is phased across the POM.
Maneuver

Collective Ranges Fire Support Collective gunnery and aviation capability modernization is phased across the POM.
Sustainment Collective gunnery and aviation capability modernization is phased across the POM.
Protection Collective gunnery and aviation capability modernization is phased across the POM.
Encroachment

1. 22% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors
2. Threatened & Endangered Species/Critical Habitat is the encroachment factor most impacting the training mission.
3. The mission areas of Movement and Maneuver, Fire Support, and Protection are most impacted by these encroachment factors.

Encroachment |  Assigned : Color : Comment
Factors i Training Mission : !

Movement and More than 10% of the operating area is restricted for training.
Maneuver

Threatened &

Endangered

Species/Critical

Habitat
Protection More than 10% of the operating area is restricted for training.
Movement and More than 10% of the operating area is restricted for training.
Maneuver

By Fire Support More than 10% of the operating area is restricted for training
Protection More than 10% of the operating area is restricted for training.
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Marine Corps Range: MGAGCC Twentynine Palms

Comments

Capabilities

1. The USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) and the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC) (Twentynine Palms) Range Complex
Management Plan (RCMP) are references for this assessment.

2. The MCAGCC RCMP has identified numerous capability shortfalls at the Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC).

3. Landspace is the most limiting capability to conduct large-scale MAGTF and Joint exercise training that include all MAGTF elements.

4. MEB-level training is the most impacted. MCAGCC is the only place where marines can exercise at the MAGTF MEB level.

Comments

Capability

Assigned

Attributes | Training Mission

Landspace

MEU Level Training

MEB Level Training

. There is insufficient landspace to meet USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD)

requirements and to conduct large-scale MAGTF and Joint exercises that involve all elements of combined
arms training. There is a land expansion project under consideration to address landspace limitations.

There is insufficient landspace to meet USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD)
requirements and to conduct large-scale MAGTF and Joint exercises that involve all elements of combined
arms training. There is a land expansion project under consideration to address landspace limitations.

Airspace

MEU Level Training

MEB Level Training

In conjunction with land expansion proposals, airspace expansion is necessary to accommodate larger
combined arms training events.

In conjunction with land expansion proposals, airspace expansion is necessary to accommodate larger
combined arms training events.

Targets

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

MEB Level Training

Although there are some range and target shortfalls for individual training, MCAGCC currently supports
required individual training.

There are a number of required ranges and target areas that either don't exist or need modernization to meet
the USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) requirements. These shortfalls span all
levels of unit training. Shortfalls include infantry and mechanized automated ranges and targets, battle-
course ranges and targets, assault/breaching/demolition ranges, and others. The MCAGCC RCMP identifies
range and target shortfalls according to whether MCAGCC lacks a given range and target set or whether
MCAGCC provides a given capability but lacks sufficient capacity on that type of range and target set.
MCAGCC is studying these shortfalls and formulating mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop
designs and DD 1391s for range and training area investments.

As noted, land and airspace expansion proposals would support large-scale MAGTF training. Targetry and
associated feedback systems are necessary to support live-fire training of MEUs. MCAGCC is studying range
and target shortfalls and formulating mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop designs and DD
1391s for range and training area investments.

As noted, land and airspace expansion proposals would support large-scale MAGTF training. Targetry and
associated feedback systems are necessary to support live-fire training of large MAGTFs / MEBs. MCAGCC is
studying range and target shortfalls and formulating mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop
designs and DD 1391s for range and training area investments.

Threats

Unit Level Training

MEB Level Training
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MCAGCC requires a comprehensive electronic training environment supporting basic through advanced
training at the individual through large-scale Joint exercise levels. The capability must simulate neutral,
hostile, and non-hostile ground, air defense, and airborne weapons systems; OPFOR command and control;
neutral, hostile, and non-hostile cryptologic systems; and hostile jamming. There are efforts underway to
study OPFOR capability alternatives and to develop shortfall strategies.

MCAGCC requires a comprehensive electronic training environment supporting basic through advanced
training at the individual through large-scale Joint exercise levels. The capability must simulate neutral,
hostile, and non-hostile ground, air defense, and airborne weapons systems; OPFOR command and control;
neutral, hostile, and non-hostile cryptologic systems; and hostile jamming. There are efforts underway to
study OPFOR capability alternatives and to develop shortfall strategies.

MCAGCC requires a comprehensive electronic training environment supporting basic through advanced
training at the individual through large-scale Joint exercise levels. The capability must simulate neutral,
hostile, and non-hostile ground, air defense, and airborne weapons systems; OPFOR command and control;
neutral, hostile, and non-hostile cryptologic systems; and hostile jamming. There are efforts underway to
study OPFOR capability alternatives and to develop shortfall strategies.

May 2009



Capability

Attributes

Assigned

i Color :

Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Comments

Scoring &
Feedback System

Training Mission

Individual Level
Training

MEB Level Training

There are a number of required ranges and target areas that either don't exist or need modernization to meet
the USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) requirements. These shortfalls span all
levels of training. Shortfalls include infantry and mechanized automated ranges and targets, battle-course
ranges and targets, assault/breaching/demolition ranges, and others. MCAGCC is studying these shortfalls
and formulating mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop designs and DD 1391s for range and
training area investments.

Existing ranges generally lack scoring and feedback systems. MCAGCC is studying these shortfalls and
formulating mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop designs for range instrumentation
systems and infrastructure.

MAGTF-level training requires enhanced instrumentation for training event reconstruction, debriefing, and
replay. MCAGCC currently lacks such capabilities. MCAGCC is studying these shortfalls and formulating
mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop designs for range instrumentation systems and
infrastructure.

MAGTF-level training requires enhanced instrumentation for training event reconstruction, debriefing, and
replay. MCAGCC currently lacks such capabilities. MCAGCC is studying these shortfalls and formulating
mitigation strategies to identify, prioritize, and develop designs for range instrumentation systems and
infrastructure.

Range Support

MEU Level Training

MEB Level Training

Exercise Control facilities are insufficient for large-scale MAGTF and Joint exercises. MCAGCC has an
effort for a design study and DD 1391s to construct and equip a C22/Exercise Control facility for large-scale
exercises. C4 infrastructure requires expansion to accommodate MAGTF- level training.

Exercise Control facilities are insufficient for large-scale MAGTF and Joint exercises. MCAGCC has an
effort for a design study and DD 1391s to construct and equip a C22/Exercise Control facility for large-scale
exercises. C4 infrastructure requires expansion to accommodate MAGTF- level training.

Encroachment

1.19% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Spectrum and Airspace are the encroachment factors moderately impacting most of the training mission.
3. Individual, Unit , MEU and MEB Level Training are the affected mission areas.

Encroachment

Assigned

: Color :

Comment

Factors

Training Mission :

Individual Level
Training

Congested frequency spectrum limits frequency availability/deconfliction.
Frequency spectrum interference (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

Congested frequency spectrum limits frequency availability/deconfliction.
Frequency spectrum interference (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

Spectrum ..................... e e L RN EERIERTERLERY
MEU Level Training Congested frequency spectrum limits frequency availability/deconfliction.
Frequency spectrum interference (CLUS App. D. Part|l. 1 and 2)
MEB Level Training Congested frequency spectrum limits frequency availability/deconfliction.
Frequency spectrum interference (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)
Individual Level Congested complex airspace surrounding SUA impacts fixed wing ingress/ egress. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 3)
Training
Unit Level Training Congested, complex airspace surrounding Special Use Airspace (SUA) supporting bombing ranges. Impacts
. fixed wing ingress/egress. Causes FAA pressure for access to SUA (CLUS App. D. Part . 1 and 2)
Alrspace ...........................................................................................................................................................................................

May 2009

MEB Level Training

Congested, complex airspace surrounding Special Use Airspace (SUA) supporting bombing ranges. Impacts
fixed wing ingress/egress. Causes FAA pressure for access to SUA (CLUS App. D. Part . 1 and 2)

Congested, complex airspace surrounding Special Use Airspace (SUA) supporting bombing ranges. Impacts
fixed wing ingress/egress. Causes FAA pressure for access to SUA (CLUS App. D. Part . 1 and 2)
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Marine Corps Installation: MCAS Beaufort-Townsend

Comments

Capabilities

1. The USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) and the affiliated Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) Range Complex Capabilities Assessment
are the references for this assessment.

2. MEB level training not assessed. Capability attributes in “white” were not assessed at Townsend Range.

3. Landspace and targets are the most restrictive due to standoff weapons (e.g., JDAM) restrictions and no mobile targets.

4. All levels of training are affected by landspace and targets.

Capability i Assigned : Color Comments
Attributes Training ! :
! Mission
Individual Level Landspace does not meet USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) size requirements.
Training No standoff weapons capability due to footprint exceeding available landspace. Range expansion is being
considered to accommodate standoff weapons air-to-ground deliveries.
Unit Level Training Landspace does not meet RCD size requirements. No standoff weapons capability due to footprint
Landspace exceeding available landspace. Range expansion is being considered to accommodate standoff weapons

air-to-ground deliveries.

MEU Level Training Landspace does not meet RCD size requirements. No standoff weapons capability due to footprint
exceeding available landspace. Range expansion is being considered to accommodate standoff weapons
air-to-ground deliveries.

Individual Level No live ordnance allowed. No mobile targets.
Traini
Targets Unit
MEU Level Training No live ordnance allowed. No mobile targets.
Encroachment

1. 0% of the range/range complex mission is (level) impacted by encroachment factors.
2. (factors) are the encroachment factors moderately impacting most of the training mission.
3. (mission areas) are the affected mission areas.

Encroachment Assigned Color Comment

Factors :  Training
Mission

No Comments
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Marine Corps Range: MCMWTC Bridgeport
Comments

Capabilities

1. Bridgeport has not been assessed. The Bridgeport Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) is being scheduled for completion in 2009. Start date is May 2008
2. N/A
3. N/A

Capability 5 Assigned Color Comments

Attributes | Training Mission :

No Comments

Encroachment

1. 20% of the range/range complex mission is SEVERELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Noise Restrictions and Wetlands (Clean Water Act) are the encroachment factors severely impacting most of the training mission.
3. Individual and Unit Level Training are the affected mission areas.

Encroachme Assigned : Color : Comment
Factors i Training Mission : !
Individual Level Forced to cancel high altitude aviation training due to severe restrictions on use of LZs and restrictions on number
Training @ of aircraft and communications requirements Clean Water Act, wetlands restrictions, airborne noise impacts,

cultural resources, endangered species, fire restrictions, community concerns.(CLUS App. D. Partl. 1and 2)

Noise Restrictions  (njt Level Training Forced to cancel high altitude aviation training due to severe restrictions on use of LZs and restrictions on
® number of aircraft and communications requirements Clean Water Act, wetlands

restrictions, airborne noise impacts, cultural resources, endangered species, fire restrictions, community
concerns.(CLUS App. D. Partl. 1 and 2)

Individual Level Forced to cancel high altitude aviation training due to severe restrictions on use of LZs and restrictions on number
Training of aircraft and communications requirements Clean Water Act, wetlands restrictions, airborne noise impacts,

@ cultural resources, endangered species, fire restrictions, community concerns. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2).
Embedded Trainer Training (ETT) May 2007 - convoys restricted to existing roads. No way to train in off-road

circumstances per Clean Water Act restrictions. (CLUS App. D. Part II. 1 and 3).
Wetlands ............................................................................................................................................................................................

Unit Level Training Forced to cancel high altitude aviation training due to severe restrictions on use of LZs and restrictions on
number of aircraft and communications requirements Clean Water Act, wetlands restrictions, airborne noise
[ ) impacts, cultural resources, endangered species, fire restrictions, community concerns. (CLUS App. D. Part
II. 1 and 2). Embedded Trainer Training (ETT) May 2007 - convoys restricted to existing roads. No way to
train in off-road circumstances per Clean Water Act restrictions. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. T and 3).
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Marine Corps Range: MCB Camp Butler
Comments

Capabilities

1. Butler has not been assessed.

2. An Okinawa Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) is on the planning horizon; funding and scheduling are pending.
3. N/A

4. N/A

Capability Assigned Comments
Attributes :  Training E
i Mission

No Comments

Encroachment

1. Not assessed.

Encroachmentg Assigned Color Comment

Factors i Training
Mission

No Comments
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Marine Corps Range: MCAS Cherry Point
Comments

Capabilities

1. The USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) and the affiliated Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) Range Complex Capabilities
Assessment are the references for this assessment.

2. MEB-level training was not assessed. Attribute areas in “white” were not assessed at MCAS CP.
3. Targets is the most significant capability attribute impacting the overall mission.
4. Capability shortfalls affect all levels of training equally.

Capability Assigned Coloré Comments
Attributes | Training Mission ! i
Individual Level ACE units at Cherry Point use MCB Camp Lejeune airspace and the Navy's W-122. Use of non-Cherry Point
Training airspace requires strict coordination with Camp Lejeune and FACSFAC VACAPES.
Airspace Unit Level Training ACE units at Cherry Point use MCB Camp Lejeune airspace and the Navy's W-122. Use of non-Cherry Point
P airspace requires strict coordination with Camp Lejeune and FACSFAC VACAPES.
MEU Level Training ACE units at Cherry Point use MCB Camp Lejeune airspace and the Navy's W-122. Use of non-Cherry Point
airspace requires strict coordination with Camp Lejeune and FACSFAC VACAPES.
Individual Level Targets do not meet requirements per the USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD).
Training Inert ordnance only authorized up to 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11; no cluster munitions; no
structural/urban targets available.
Unit Level Training Targets do not meet requirements per the USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD).
Targets Inert ordnance only authorized up to 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11; no cluster munitions; no
structural/urban targets available.
MEU Level Training Targets do not meet requirements per the USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD).
Inert ordnance only authorized up to 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11; no cluster munitions; no
structural/urban targets available.
Individual Level Tracking - Radar Inputs Only; RC - 2-D Capability Only; EC&C - Operational Unit Owned & Operated; M&S - Only S-S
Training Scenarios; Scoring - At least 1 range to Training Standard; Debrief/AAR - Primarily Observers/Hit-or-Miss Targets.
Scoring & Unit Level Training Tracking - Radar Inputs Only; RC - 2-D Capability Only; EC&C - Operational Unit Owned & Operated; M&S - Only S-S
Feedback System Scenarios; Scoring - At least 1 range to Training Standard; Debrief/AAR - Primarily Observers/Hit-or-Miss Targets.
MEU Level Training Tracking - Radar Inputs Only; RC - 2-D Capability Only; EC&C - Operational Unit Owned & Operated; M&S - Only S-S
Scenarios; Scoring - At least 1 range to Training Standard; Debrief/AAR - Primarily Observers/Hit-or-Miss Targets.
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Encroachment

1. 45% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Munition Restrictions, Airspace, Noise Restrictions, Adjacent Land Use and Range Transients are the encroachment factors moderately impacting most of the

training mission.

3. Individual and Unit Level Training are the affected mission areas.

Encroachment :

Factors

Assigned

: Color :

i Training Mission :

Comment

Munitions
Restrictions

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

Restricted area R5306A contains two live ordnance ranges as outlined in 33 CFR 133, named BT-9 and BT-11.
Lying at the mouth of the Neuse River and Pamlico Sound, the range areas are surrounded by NC Public Trust
Waters as defined by the State of NC with the intra-coastal waterway splitting the two areas. The area is
vital to the Fisheries of the state, as well as a preferred recreational area. In order to abide by 40 CFR 264,
also know as the Military Munitions Rule (MMR), Range managers are forced to keep weapon foot prints (also
known as Surface/Weapons Danger Zone (SDZ/WDZ)) within the boundaries of the land mass of BT-11 and
the defined 33 CFR Restricted/Prohibited Areas for both BT-9 and BT-11. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

Explosive storage area negatively impacted by flight corridor overfly. Number of vehicle passengers crossing
Slocum Road also limits ordnance storage capacity. Cherry Point is approaching the 10k number of passengers
on road that then causes a real limitation in storage areas. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 2)

Airspace

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

Use of Night Vision Goggles (NVG) training becomes difficult caused by lights within Havelock off R/W 05.
ALF Bogue is still fairly dark. (CLUS App. D. Partl. 1 and 2)

ALF Bogue SOP now require only two aircraft in Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) at any one time. If aircraft
cannot stay feet wet, must climb to 1000" over Emerald isle instead of 600" over the water. No Harrier waterchecks
over water. Training iterations take longer to accomplish. Not as many aircraft can accomplish training in same time.
Training still accomplish but longer time frame to do with only two in the pattern. (CLUS App. E. Part I1.4)

Noise-
Restrictions

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

The installation operates a Class C Range for Explosive Ordnance Disposal. The range is capable of disposing
of up to 150 pounds Net Explosive Weight (NEW); However, we have self imposed limitations of 50 pounds to
ensure noise attenuation does not impact the installation nor the city of Havelock. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

The installation operates a Class C Range for Explosive Ordnance Disposal. The range is capable of disposing of
up to 150 pounds Net Explosive Weight (NEW); However, we have elfimposed limitations of 50 pounds to ensure
noise attenuation does not impact the installation nor the city of Havelock. (CLUS App. D. Part|l. 1 and 2)

Adjacent Land
Use

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

Cellular towers constructed close to Cherry Point boundaries can negatively affect operations by raising the
weather minimums required for aircraft conducting instrument approaches. Runway 05 over Havelock used
only when winds dictate. ALF Bogue also has major urban encroachment.(CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2).

Continued encroachment by real estate developers within the R5306A causes run in headings to be altered
for aircraft utilizing the BT targets as well as low altitude routes within and out of the restricted airspace.
(CLUS App. D. Partll. 1 and 2)

Range Transients

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training
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As defined above, the BT-9 and BT-11 range areas are also used by water-borne craft in practicing shallow water
target engagements. Due to the restrictions mentioned above, the firing of .50 caliber munitions from surface fired
platforms is restricted at BT-11. The SDZ from .50 munitions extends outside of the defined Restricted/Prohibited
areas. MCOLF Atlantic is a high value 1200 acre airfield facility used for numerous supporting arms (aviation)
activities. The lack of a fence around the borders allows for unrestricted access to the facility. Local community
members are allowed to access the facility for specific activities, but the airfield has been more recently identified
as a preferred location for non-station supported all terrain vehicles. (CLUS App. D. Part|l. 1 and 2)

MCOLF Atlantic is a high value 1200 acre airfield facility used for numerous supporting arms (aviation)
activities. The lack of a fence around the borders allows for unrestricted access to the facility. Local
community members are allowed to access the facility for specific activities, but the airfield has been more
recently identified as a preferred location for non-station supported all terrain vehicle (ATV) riding. With the
potential incorporation of an Airfield Seizure Facility (AFSF) to the grounds the safety of non-DOD personnel
accessing the site will need to be addressed. (CLUS App. D. Part II. 1 and 3)
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Marine Corps Range: MCB Hawaii

Comments

Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Capabilities

1. The USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) and the affiliated Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) Range Complex Capabilities

Assessment are the references for this assessment.

2. MEB-level was not assessed. Attribute areas in “white” were not assessed.
3. Landspace and instrumentation (Scoring & Feedback System) are the two attributes with the most severe shortfalls.
4. Unit-level and MEU-level training are most severely impacted by land area and instrumentation capability shortfalls.

Capability

Assigned

Comments

Attributes

: Training Mission

Individual Level
Training

No beachfront contiguous to adequate maneuver land. Limited MOUT capability. No Naval surface fire
support (NSFS) allowed.

No beachfront contiguous to adequate maneuver land. Limited MOUT capability. No Naval surface fire

Landspace ® support (NSFS) allowed.
MEU Level Training ® No beachfront contiguous to adequate maneuver land. Limited MOUT capability. No Naval surface fire
support (NSFS) allowed.
. Unit Level Training No overland airspace. No over land low level training available. No airspace beyond land borders of range. No
Airspace ;
airspace over USMC ranges.
Individual Level Few 155mm targets at PTA. Artillery range impact area at SBMR too small. Too few firing positions at SBMR
Training artillery range.
Targets Unit Level Training Limited artillery training. Limited realism in MOUT training. No A-A targets. No A-G targets. OPFOR cannot
meet EC threat level 2.
MEU Level Training Lack of complete combined arms training with artillery, NSFS and A-G. Limited realism in MOUT training.
Individual Level No reactive targets on Hawaii ranges. OPFOR simulation limited.
Training
Unit Level Training No reactive targets on Hawaii ranges. OPFOR simulation limited. No mechanized or armored OPFOR. No
Threats I
OPFOR capability for ACE.
MEU Level Training No reactive targets on Hawaii ranges. OPFOR simulation limited. No OPFOR capability for ACE. Amphibious training
is segmented. No supporting NSFS with amphibious training. MOUT training is segmented or lacks realism.
Individual Level Limited instrumentation use. LOMAH scoring system in jeopardy. Labor intensive rifle training without
Training () LOMAH. Increased use of MILES 2000-type technology and renewal of the LOMAH maintenance contract will
help to mitigate instrumentation shortfalls.
Scoring & Unit Level Training Limited instrumentation use. LOMAH scoring system in jeopardy. Labor intensive rifle training without
g o LOMAH. Increased use of MILES 2000-type technology and renewal of the LOMAH maintenance contract will
Feedback System o . )
help to mitigate instrumentation shortfalls.
MEU Level Training Limited instrumentation use. LOMAH scoring system in jeopardy. Labor intensive rifle training without LOMAH.
o No TSP!I for participant aircraft and ships. No instrumentation for ACE. Increased use of MILES 2000-type
technology and renewal of the LOMAH maintenance contract will help to mitigate instrumentation shortfalls.
Individual Level Difficult to schedule Army ranges. Range openings go unfilled, training not accomplished. No EC&C circuits at
Training any USMC range.
Range Support Unit Level Training Difficult to schedule Army ranges. Range openings go unfilled, training not accomplished. No EC&C circuits at
any USMC range.
MEU Level Training Difficult to schedule Army ranges. Range openings go unfilled, training not accomplished. No EC&C circuits at
any USMC range.
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Encroachmen
Factors

: Training Missio

Encroachment

1. 9% of the range/range complex mission is SEVERELY impacted by encroachment factors.
2. Adjacent Land Use is the encroachment factors moderately impacting most of the training mission.
3. Individual and Unit Level Training are the affected mission areas.

Assigned

Munitions
Restrictions

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

Requirement to store ammunition on base restricts area in front of ammunition storage facilities for training
use. Other on-island installations that could have stored ammunition have been closed as a result of BRAC.
(CLUS App. D. Part|l. 1 and 2)

Requirement to store ammunition on base restricts area in front of ammunition storage facilities for training
use. Other on-island installations that could have stored ammunition have been closed as a result of BRAC.
(CLUS App. D. Partll. 1 and 2)

Noise
Restrictions

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

Community consistently complains about aircraft noise. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 2). No close air support
(CAS) training available to support beach landings during recent RIMPAC multi-national exercise per concern
over predicted excessive amount of noise complaints from neighboring community.(CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and
3). Airfield Hours of operation comply with

noise concerns of community. Flight patterns and course rules in place to reduce impact on neighboring
community. (CLUS App. E. Part II. 4).

Community consistently complains about aircraft noise. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 2). No close air support
(CAS) training available to support beach landings during recent RIMPAC multi-national exercise per concern
over predicted excessive amount of noise complaints from neighboring community.(CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and
3). Airfield Hours of operation comply with

noise concerns of community. Flight patterns and course rules in place to reduce impact on neighboring
community. (CLUS App. E. Part 1. 4).

Adjacent Land
Use

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

There is no night vision training available on base for CH-53D air crews due to light pollution from surrounding
communities. (CLUS App. D. Part II. 1 and 2). No medium- to long-range convoy training available on island
due to traffic congesti d limited roadways. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 3)

There is no night vision training available on base for CH-53D air crews due to light pollution from surrounding
communities. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2). No medium- to long-range convoy training available on island
due to traffic congestion and limited roadways. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 3)

Cultural
Resources

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

Extremely limited ship-to-shore (STS) training areas available. Existing areas in some cases are considered
to be archaeologically or environmentally sensitive and cannot be disturbed per cultural resources and native
Hawaiian organizations (NHOs) constraints.(CLUS App. D. Part II. 1 and 2). Impact to cultural (archaeological)
resources. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 3).

Extremely limited ship-to-shore (STS) training areas available. Existing areas in some cases are considered
to be archaeologically or environmentally sensitive and cannot be disturbed per cultural resources and native
Hawaiian organizations (NHOs) constraints.(CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2). Impact to cultural (archaeological)
resources. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 3).

Range Transients

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training
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Live fire ranges required to cease operations when civilian recreational boats enter range SDZ behind impact
area. (CLUS App. D. Part II. 1 and 2). Ground Fire Training workarounds require placed personnel on watch for
boat traffic in impact area of range. Installed radios to communicate with boat traffic. Have directed military

vessels to intercept civilian boats in SDZs. Updated notices to all mariners. Costs approximately 3000 mnhrs/
yr for watch, $500/yr to fuel military intercept vessels, and $500 for radios. (CLUS App. E. Part I, 4).

Live fire ranges required to cease operations when civilian recreational boats enter range SDZ behind impact
area. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2). Ground Fire Training workarounds require placed personnel on watch for
boat traffic in impact area of range. Installed radios to communicate with boat traffic. Have directed military

vessels to intercept civilian boats in SDZs. Updated notices to all mariners. Costs approximately 3000 mnhrs/
yr for watch, $500/yr to fuel military intercept vessels, and $500 for radios. (CLUS App. E. Part II. 4).
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Marine Corps Range: MCB Camp Lejeune

Comments

Capabilities

1. The USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) and the affiliated Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) Range Complex Capabilities

Assessment are the references for this assessment.
. MEB-level training was not assessed. Attribute areas in “white” were not assessed.
. MCBCL has considerable encroachment at all levels of training.
. Landspace for Bn-level training is severely limited. There is only limited or non-existent in-house OPFOR capability.
. MEU-level training is most severely constrained. MEU-level training requires more robust capabilities than individual- and unit-level training.

g wWwN

Capability

Attributes

Assigned

: Training Mission

Comments

Unit Level Training Does not meet RCD requirements. Only 29,000 acres available for unit level maneuver training; 10,000 acres
dedicated to impact area; MOUT facility is 300m x 400m with 31 buildings and no outlying or live-fire training areas
Landspace MEU Level Training Does not meet RCD requirements. 48,000 acres dedicated to live-fire operations; 60,000 acres dedicated to
® maneuver operations; MOUT facility is 300m x 400m with 31 building and no outlying or live-fire area; Do not
fulfill all required T&R training requirements. Il MEF is restricted to using roughly 1.2 nm (2.2 km) out of 9 nm of
beachhead for amphibious training.

Individual Level Airspace extends from surface to only 17,999 feet; does not extend 10NM beyond land area; supersonic flight

Training is unauthorized; fixed-wing flight operations restricted

. Unit Level Training Airspace extends from surface to only 17,999 feet; does not extend T0NM beyond land area; supersonic flight
Airspace . e o . .
is unauthorized; fixed-wing flight operations restricted

MEU Level Training Airspace extends from surface to only 17,999 feet; does not extend 10NM beyond land area; supersonic flight
is unauthorized; fixed-wing flight operations restricted

Individual Level Not all ranges and targets meet ITS training requirements for weapon systems - specifically for Infantry, EFV,

Training and engineering systems; Range area, distance, and feedback are limited; EFV waterborne requirement is not
met; minimal urban/structural targets

Unit Level Training Targets do not meet full T&R training requirements - limited structural/urban targets; infantry targets are

Taraets limited to 4 specific ranges; minimal waterborne training standards for 30mm main gun; demolition/explosive
restrictions. Inert ordnance only authorized up to s at BT-11; s equivalent for BT-11; no cluster
9 icti | d | horized 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11 |
munitions; no structural/urban targets.

MEU Level Training NSFS targets restricted to per-NSFS qualified ships; Targets not all set to T&R/ITS standards; Impact areas
only support inert A-G and indirect fire ordnance; No structural/urban targets. Inert ordnance only authorized
up to 500 Ibs at BT-11; 35 Ibs TNT equivalent for BT-11; no cluster munitions; no structural/urban targets.

Individual Level Limited to MILES 2000 equipment during tactical operations

Training

Threats Unit Level Training @ | OPFOR normally makeshift or non-existent and not formally instructed on enemy tactics or techniques.

MEU Level Training @ | Nodedicated OPFOR, normally makeshift and controlled by handlers; not trained to enemy tactics or techniques.

Individual Level Tracking - Radar Inputs Only; RC - 2-D Capability Only; EC&C - Operational Unit Owned & Operated; M&S - Only S-S

Training Scenarios; Scoring - At least 1 range to Training Standard; Debrief/AAR - Primarily Observers/Hit-or-Miss Targets.

lf::;'l:‘:ci‘ Unit Level Training Tracking - Radar Inputs Only; RC - 2-D Capability Only; EC&C - Operational Unit Owned & Operated: M&S - Only S-S
Support Scenarios; Scoring - At least 1 range to Training Standard; Debrief/AAR - Primarily Observers/Hit-or-Miss Targets.

MEU Level Training Tracking - Radar Inputs Only; RC - 2-D Capability Only; EC&C - Operational Unit Owned & Operated; M&S - Only S-S
Scenarios; Scoring - At least 1 range to Training Standard; Debrief/AAR - Primarily Observers/Hit-or-Miss Targets.

Individual Level Scheduling has limited remote use/access, non-interactive with Operational Forces.

Training

Range Support Unit Level Training Scheduling has limited remote use/access, non-interactive with Operational Forces.

MEU Level Training Scheduling has limited remote use/access, non-interactive with Operational Forces.
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Encroachment

1. 48% of the range/range complex mission is MODERATELY impacted by encroachment factors.

2. Threatened & Endangered Species/Critical Habitat, Munition Restrictions, Airspace, Noise Restrictions and Adjacent Land Use are the encroachment factors
moderately impacting most of the training mission.

3. Individual, Unit and MEU Level Training are the affected mission areas.

Encroachment :

Factors

Assigned

Color
i Training Mission : !

Comment

Threatened &
Endangered
Species/Critical
Habitat

Individual Level
Training

MEU Level Training

Consultations ongoing with F&W Service concerning impacts of vegetation clearing within the G-10 impact
area regarding RCW sites surrounding impact area. Bombing operations are restricted to inert ordnance.
Bombing with live ordnance shifted to other bases. (CLUS App. E. Part II. 4)

Consultations ongoing with F&W Service concerning impacts of vegetation clearing within the G-10 impact
area regarding RCW sites surrounding impact area. Bombing operations are restricted to inert ordnance.
Bombing with live ordnance shifted to other bases. (CLUS App. E. Part II. 4)

Use of much of the beach is restricted during turtle nesting season (May—Oct). Dunes are “out of bounds” and
must be maneuvered around. (CLUS App. E. Part II. 4)

Munitions
Restrictions

Individual Level
Training

Unit Level Training

MEU Level Training

Bombing operations at Camp Lejeune are restricted to inert ordnance, due partially to concerns about the
noise levels that explosive ordnance would produce in the growing Bear Creek community to the east of the
impact area. The impact area itself is encroached by threatened and endangered species, both within the
impact area and along the eastern edge. This significantly limits our efforts to increase visibility to the targets
and make the impact area more capable. Noise concerns also limits all explosive firing into this impact area to
the hours of 0600-2400. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 2)

Tank operations at our SR-7 Range have been suspended since 1998 due to noise complaints from the nearby
Verona community, even though noise levels were within acceptable DoD recognized noise levels. This

$7M range does not go unused, but our flexibility to absorb the requirements of future force structure and
weapon increases may be hampered by the Verona community’s sensitivity to noise. Environmental, wetlands
and Primary Nursing Areas (PNA) concerns have made range enhancements and the site selection for new
ranges very difficult, and, in some instances, have forced us to choose much less desirable alternatives or
significantly limit rang size/capability. (CLUS App. D. PartIl. 1 and 2)

The use of smoke at Camp Johnson has been restricted to those days when the wind blows to the south. This
is to ensure the smoke does not drift over Highway 17, which, due to recent construction of the bypass, is now
quite close to the training areas at Camp Johnson. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

Airspace

Individual Level
Training

MEU Level Training

208 | 2009 Sustainable Ranges Report

More houses near the TERF routes and OLFs are creating a lot more light to deal with when conducting NVG
training. Recent construction near OLF's has restricted helo / V-22's ability to conduct operations after 2300
due to noise complaints. Noise sensitive areas are cropping up on the outskirts of the R-5306C & R-5306D
making it increasingly more difficult to conduct low altitude tactical training. (MCAS New River adjacent to
MCB Camp Lejeune) (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 3)

No fixed wing operations are allowed in R5303 and R5304 and the ranges that the SUAs support cannot be
active unless the area has aviation radar coverage. R5306D cannot be expanded due to civilian use of beach
and Hwy 17 corridor. (CLUS App. E. Part I1.5)

Ship to shore movements often require aircraft to utilize airspace other than restricted areas to complete
scenario based training. OLF Atlantic Field is a multi-use facility located in the R-5306D/3A where Fleet units
can participate in Ground Threat Reaction drills and refine section counter-tactics for ground based air defense
systems. Due to civilian construction and environmentally sensitive areas, more and more noise complaints
are being filed against aircraft flying at tactical profiles in the day and night environment. As the encroachment
continues, airspace and operating hours will become more restrictive. (MCAS New River adjacent to MCB
Camp Lejeune) (CLUS App. D. Part . 1 and 3)
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Encroachment:  Assigned  : Color : Comment
Factors : Training Mission : !
Individual Level Bombing operations at Camp Lejeune are restricted to inert ordnance, due partially to concerns about the
Training noise levels that explosive ordnance would produce in the growing Bear Creek community to the east of the

impact area. The impact area itself is encroached by threatened and endangered species, both within the
impact area and along the eastern edge. This significantly limits our efforts to increase visibility to the targets
and make the impact area more capable. Noise concerns also limits all explosive firing into this impact area to
the hours of 0600-2400. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

Unit Level Training Tank operations at our SR-7 Range have been suspended since 1998 due to noise complaints from the nearby
Verona community, even though noise levels were within acceptable DoD recognized noise levels. This
Noise $7M range does not go unused, but our flexibility to absorb the requirements of future force structure and
Restrictions weapon increases may be hampered by the Verona community’s sensitivity to noise. Environmental, wetlands

and Primary Nursing Areas (PNA) concerns have made range enhancements and the site selection for new
ranges very difficult, and, in some instances, have forced us to choose much less desirable alternatives or
significantly limit rang size/capability. (CLUS App. D. Part . 1 and 2)

MEU Level Training Encroachment from development of the Sneads Ferry community led to an increasing number of civilian exposures to
noise from a long established engineer training area (in place approximately 50 years). This move created significant
disruption of the Engineer School's Program of Instruction (POI), significantly increased the school’s transportation
requirements, and restricted the use of over 1000 acres of training area. Initial costs to move that range were nearly
$400,000; ultimate costs to complete it will be approximately $9M. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)

Individual Level The additional lighting from development in close proximity of the Camp Lejeune boundaries has created some

Training problems for night vision training. The rotary community seems most effected. (CLUS App. D. Partll. 1 and 2)

Unit Level Training Aviation training degraded and less challenging. Night vision training workaround required in an attempt to
Adjacent Land avoid residential areas and business sites that limit night vision training. This approach becomes less viable as
Use encroachment continues.(CLUS App. E. Part 1. 4)

MEU Level Training Aviation training degraded and less challenging. Night vision training workaround required in an attempt to

avoid residential areas and business sites that limit night vision training. This approach becomes less viable as
encroachment continues.(CLUS App. E. Part 1. 4)

MEU Level Training Due to shifting of and building up of the sand in the IntraCoastal Waterway we have had several vessels get
Range Transients stuck in nearby inlets (Browns and New River). This has led to training disruptions; in some instances training
was cancelled or cut short. (CLUS App. D. Part Il. 1 and 2)
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Appendix C: Specific Range Comments

Marine Corps Range: MCB Camp Pendleton

Comments

Capabilities

1. The USMC Training Ranges Required Capabilities Document (RCD) and the affiliated Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) Range Complex Capabilities
Assessment are the references for this assessment.

2. MEB-level training was not assessed.

3. There is an insufficient number of automated target ranges to support individual, unit, and MEU training. There are insufficient contiguous land training areas to support
realistic training; for example, when a unit comes ashore during an exercise, breaching operations may be necessary to progress inland; however, the breaching unit
has to drive to a range adjacent to the impact area to fire its munitions; this situation causes the segmentation of training operations and reduces training realism.

4. There is no sufficient MEU-level MOUT facility to support a live fire assault or the integration of combined arms assets. MEU-level training is most affected by
range capability shortfalls.

Capability Assigned : Color : Comments
Attributes : Training Mission : i
Unit Level Training Insufficient space and non-contiguous training land area; Camp Pendleton will not get additional land area.
MOUT facilities do not include a live fire capability for supporting arms, including artillery and aviation; they
are not set up to support a live fire assault incorporating infantry weapons, close air support, or artillery.
land Insufficient usable beachhead (typically 1,500 meter beachfront available) to conduct amphibious landings.
andspace e RS RS et BRI RUSHS RN I S SIS SRR NS
MEU Level Training Insufficient space and non-contiguous training land area; Camp Pendleton will not get additional land area.
® MOUT facilities insufficient in size; do not include a live fire capability for supporting arms, including artillery and
avia